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RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


TUESDAY, APRIL 19, 1960 


U.S. Senate, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
FiLoop Con'rroc—Rivers AND Harsors, 
OF THE CoMMITTER ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:50 a.m., in room 


4200, Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 


Present: Senators Kerr, Young of Ohio, Muskie, Moss, Long of 
Hawaii, Lusk, Case, and Martin. 

Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will come to order. 

All right, General Cassidy. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, ACCOMPANIED BY MAJ. GEN. 
WILLIAM A. CARTER, PRESIDENT OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER 
COMMISSION; COL. STEPHEN E. SMITH, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS FOR EASTERN DIVISIONS; COL. ROBERT M. TAR- 
BOX, ASISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR SOUTHWESTERN 
DIVISIONS; COL. ROBERT J. GIESEN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL 
WORKS FOR MIDDLE WESTERN DIVISIONS; LT. COL. JAMES A. 
VIVIAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR NORTHWEST- 
ERN DIVISIONS; A. H. McRAE, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL 
WORKS, FOR MISSISSIPPI VALLEY; HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, 
CHIEF, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BRANCH; JOSEPH V. VAN VLAD- 
RICKEN, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
BRANCH; AND THE FOLLOWING ENGINEERS ASSIGNED TO MR. 
WEINKAUFY’S BRANCH: JOHN ANDERSON, JOHN MURRAY, 
THERON RILEY, AND EDWARD LANDENBERGER. ALSO COL. 
HAROLD E. SPRAGUE, EXECUTIVE, AND ALBERT RAYNER, OF 
THE BEACH EROSION BOARD 


General Cassipy. Mr. Chairman, I am Maj. Gen. William F. Cas- 
sidy, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. This is my initial 
appearance before your committee, and I am happy to have this 
privilege. 

You will recall that General Itschner appeared before your com- 
mittee near the end of the session last year, and presented his opening 
statement. At that time he discussed with you the activities of the 
Corps of Engineers in the field of water resource development. 
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Testimony was also presented by representatives of the Corps of 
Engineers on a number of individual projects. 

In addition, detailed information was furnished the committee con- 
cerning the status of our c omprehensive river basin plans. 

We are here today to present additional projects to you for con- 
sideration in connection with the pending omnibus rivers and harbors- 
flood control bill. 

Members of my staff are prepared to present testimony on the 
scheduled reports. 

I would File to present the members of the Corps who are with me 
today. 

First. is Maj. Gen. William A. Carter, president of the Mississippi 
River Commission; Col. Stephen FE. Smith, Assistant Chief of Civil 
Works for Eastern Divisions; Col. Robert M. Tarbox, Assistant Chief 
of Civil Works for Southwestern Divisions; Lt. Col. Robert J. Giesen, 
Assistant Chief of Civil Works for Middlewestern Divisions; Lt. Col. 
James A. Vivian, Assistant Chief of Civil Works for Northwestern 
Divisions; A. E. McRae, Assistant Chief of Civil Works for Missis- 
sippi Valley; Henry C. C. Weinkauff, Chief of the Project: Develop- 
ment Branch; Joseph F. Van Vladricken, Administrative Officer, 
Project: Development Branch, and the following engineers assigned 
to Mr. Weinkauff’s Branch: John Anderson, John Murray, Theron 
Riley, and Edward Landenberger. 

Also present are Col. Harold E. Sprague, Executive, and Albert 
Rayner, Beach Erosion Board. 

During the course of the hearings held by the Senate Public Works 
Committee on August 21, 1959, on H.R. 7634, the omnibus river and 
harbor bill, the committee was furnished a list of the comprehensive 
river basin plans requiring additional monetary authorizations to 
provide for appropriations for 2-year period or through fiscal year 
1962, and for a 3-year period or through fiscal year 1963. 

The additional amount of monetary authorizations required for 
the 2-year period are contained in H.R. 7634. 

The estimates previously furnished the committee were based upon 
actual appropriations through fiscal year 1959 and anticipated fund- 
ing requirements for fiscal years 1960, 1961, 1962, and 1963. 

Tnasmuch as the appropriations for the fiscal year 1960 have now 
been made, and the budget. request for fiscal year 1961 has been sub- 
mitted to the Congress. The comprehensive river basin plans have 
been reanalyzed to reflect these changes. 

The tabulation previously submitted to the committee has been re- 
vised to reflect. the latest fiscal situation for the same 2- and 3-year 
periods. 

Since we are now in the next calendar year, the committee may 
wish to give consideration to including the revised amounts set. forth 
in the 3-year period table. A copy of this revised tabulation is sub- 
mitted for the record. 

Senator Kerr. The tabulation will be included in the record, with 
. request from the Department of the Interior for the Missouri River 

3asin. 


(The tabulations dated February 15, 1960, and May 3, 1960, follow :) 
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Comprehensive river basin plans—Additional monetary authorizations required 


(Thousands of dollars] 


FOR 2-YEAR PERIOD THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1962 


River basins 


Arkansas: 
Flood control 
Navigation. _._- ke zs 
Central and southern Florida... ....-....--..--- 
Columbia . a 
Los Angeles_- 
Missouri - ---. 
Mantwiwe sci 


Subtotal... _.- 
Barkley Dam, Ky - 


Total additional authorization required 
for 2-year period 


FOR 3-YEAR PERIOD 


Arkansas: 
Flood control 
Navigation_..-.-- — 
Brazos _.--- 
Central and southern Florida. - 
Columbia. 
Los Angeles.- 
Missouri _ 
Upper Mississippi. 
hite_.__- 


I tt ceil 
Barkley Dam Ky---------- 


Total additional authorization required 

for 3-year period_.._-- 
Mississippi River and tributaries: Channel 
improvements_- scninswaedasa 


Available 

monetary 

authoriza- 
tion 


198, 773.0 
136, 000.0 
83, 300.0 
575, 300.0 
254, 041.0 
1,039, 094. 0 


226, 000.0 


THROUGH 


198, 773.0 
136, 000. 0 
40, 000. 0 
83, 300.0 
575, 300. 0 
254, 041.0 

1, 039, 094. 0 
65, 300.0 
226, 000.0 


36, 000. 0} 


~-36,000.0| 





Deficit 
monetary 
authoriza- 

tion 


Proposed 
and actual 
funding 


240, 849. 8 
168, 955.0 
85, 312.0 
668, 512.7 
267, 485.0 
1, 140, 236.7 101, 142.7 
251, 355. 2 25, 355.2 


42, 076.8 
32, 955.0 

2,012.0 
93, 212.7 
13, 444.0 


81,900.0| 48, 900.0 


Additional 

monetary 

authoriza- 
tion requried 


315, 000.0 


2 146, 000.0 





266, 449.8 
246, 974.0 
60, 772.0 
105, 312.0 
722, 668. 7 
285, 685.0 
1, 245, 271.7 
77, 292. 2 , 992. 
275, 555. 2 49, 555. 2 


122, 500.0 “86, 500.0 


| Authorizations recommended to be combined for administrative ease of handling, 
2 Provides authorization for completion of this project. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OrFIcE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1960. 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 


Washington, D.C. 


672, 000. 0 


2 146, 000.0 


818, 000.0 
220, 551.6 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: It is requested that the authorization for appropria- 
tions for that portion of the Missouri River Basin project which is the respon- 
sibility of this Department be increased by $50 million to finance the anticipated 
programs through June 30, 1963. Transmitted herewith are a statement and a 
table showing the history of such authorization and supporting this request. 

It is our understanding that the Corps of Engineers is currently requesting 
additional appropriation authorization for its portion of the Missouri River Basin 
project to cover the same period. The Department’s request is being submitted 
to you at this time on the assumption that your committee would prefer to con- 
sider adjustments to the ceilings of both agencies simultaneously. 


Sincerely yours, 


Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT—REQUIREMENT FOR ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION 
CEILING 


The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, authorized the appropriation of 
$200 million for partial accomplishment of the authorized Missouri River Basin 
project. Since that time additional appropriations of $550 million, making a 
total of $750 million have been authorized. The attached table shows the dates 
of the various authorizations and the estimated amount of unused appropriation 
authorization remaining after making allowance for fiscal years 1960 and 1961 
estimated requirements of the Bureau of Reclamation. This balance of $113,- 
083,625 is a legislative ceiling on future appropriations for the Missouri River 
Basin project until increased by additional legislation. 

It is anticipated that as construction progresses on going work and recent new 
starts, including those in the fiscal year 1961 budget, fund requirements for fiscal 
years 1962 and 1963 may exceed the unappropriated authorization of approxi- 
mately $113 million estimated to be available during this 2-year period. 

It is therefore requested that the authorization for appropriations for the 
Missouri River Basin project be increased by $50 million to a total of $800 million. 
As stated above, this authorization should cover all anticipated requirements by 
the Bureau of Reclamation through fiscal year 1963. 


Apri. 21, 1960. 
Missouri River Basin project, status of appropriations and allotments 


Amount authorized to be appropriated : 
Flood Control Act, Dec. 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887) --._-_-____ $200, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act, July 24, 1946 (60 Stat. 641) _-_--______ 150, 000, 000 








Flood Control Act, May 17, 1950 (64 Stat. 170) ------_____ 200, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act, July 3, 1958 (72 Stat. 297) --.-_--______ 200, 000, 000 
UMN CEA” RO a a ee 750, 000, 000 
Less net allotments to project as of June 30, 1959_____________ * —551, 318, 483 
peeeetite (AVRO a ee ee eee 198, 681, 517 
Less fiscal year 1960 allotments (as of Apr. 21, 1960) .----_-- * —$2. 657, G12 
Balance available as of Apr. 21, 1960__..__._._._._._...._.. 166, 023, 905 
Less: 
Fiscal year 1961 justifications (exclusive of new starts)_. ** —49, 085, 280 
Fiscal year 1961 justifications (new starts) -----------__-_ —3, 500, 000 
Sstimated balance, June 30, 1961_...._.._-________--___ 1138, 438, 625 
Estimated requirements, fiscal year 1962______ 18 $68, 594, 000 
Ostimated requirements, fiscal year 1963_____- 1°74, 584, 000 
Bentotal, fecal year 2000-00 ~3 ono eek nc ce 143, 178, 000 
Bs 5. soca Seininnsstbadls ch coed Spare A Ba eke ie a — 29, 739, 375 
Proposed additional authorization.................~..--<-~-+--+<-= 50, 000, 000 
Estimated balance of authorization, June 30, 1963_-___- 20, 260, 625 


1 Excludes other Department of the Interior agencies. 

2 Includes Fort Peck project. 

5 No allowance included for possible new starts. 

Nore..—Budget justifications, fiscal year 1961, include $10,000,000 underfinancing for 


Cc. & R. ‘The approved Missouri River Basin program is approximately one-third of the 
total C. & R. program. It should, therefore, absorb $3,300,000 of the underfinancing. 
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APRIL 21, 1960. 


Missouri River basin project (exclusive of other agencies) 





Appropriation requirement 


Fiscal year Fiseal year 
1962 963 





Going work: 
Ainsworth unit, Nebraska__............---- ts Soe cedwdee he eekeaiidns ‘ $3, 800, 000 $4, 200, 000 
Almena unit, Ki ansas.._.-. Seaspa aman 3, 746, 000 5, 280, 000 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas._ ral a a nse aca aaiae ba aasianete 407, 000 885, 000 
Ar I TU I 35 Do 2 ed olde ienen a aul 1, 529, 000 689, 000 
East Bench unit, Montana_ AER Sire PIA, ot 5, 950, 000 5, 820, 000 
Farwell unit, Nebraska... ebAvd aedunclademmetastaatlidel 5, 890, 000 6, 290, 000 
Frenchman- Cambridge division, Nebraska____- 4, 666, 000 2, 315, 000 
Glendo unit, Wyoming___.........-.-- : tetany Seaeniouete ; 48, 208 |_._- z 
Hielena V alley unit, Montana. - fete se aidedsasd ; SOG OO bien ~ ssc rescd 
Transmission division Sibson botnets 23, 432, 950 5, 217, 000 
Webster unit, Kansas___-_- = et 105, 000 
Yellowtail unit, Montana-W you - 16, 000, 000 31, = 000 
Drainage and minor construction __- e . knee rs 399, 000 127, 000 
PIII eis hc caco ecw cena 566, 200 1, 129, 594 
Advance planning.............-...... 5 1, 780, 800 1, 22), 406 


Total, MRB going work-. a nS ee ee 68, 594, 158 74, 584, 000 
Round out. i it ais ne akan aiseaine catalan aa 68, 594, 000 74, 584, 000 








General Cassipy. At last year’s hearings we presented details on 
several basins. It is my understanding that you would like similar 
information at this time for the Brazos River Basin, Tex. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

General Cassipy. The Brazos River rises in eastern New Mexico 
and flows southeasterly 1,210 miles to the Gulf of Mexico near Free- 
port, Tex. 

The watershed has an overall length of 640 miles, and a maximum 
width of about 120 miles. 

Its total area is about 44,670 square miles. 

The comprehensive plan for the Brazos River was authorized by 
Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1954, and $40 million was au- 
thorized to be appropriated for initiation and partial accomplish- 
ment of the plan. 

The Brazos River project provides for the construction of six 
reservoirs, addition of power features to one existing reservoir project, 
and two local pr otection projects. 

The reservoirs are as follows: 

Waco on the North Bosque River, Proctor on the Leon River, Still- 
house Hollow on the Lampasas River, Ferguson on the Navasota, 
Somerville on Yegua Creek, and Laneport on the San Gabriel. 

Power features are authorized to be included in the previously 
authorized Belton Reservoir on the Leon River. Local protection 
projects are: 

Lampasas on Sulphur Creek and Burleson County Improvement 
District No. 1 on the Brazos River. 

The present total estimated Federal cost of the authorized plan is 
$166,860,000. Funds totaling $6,672,000 have been made available 
through’ fiscal year 1960, leaving a balance of authorization of $33,- 
328,000. 


44845—60—pt. 3- 
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Senator Kerr. What is it for the reservoirs individually ¢ 

General Cassipy. For Waco Reservoir, $5,424,000; for Proctor, 
$618,000; for Stillhouse Hollow, $380,000. 

Senator Kerr. What is that? 

General Cassipy. Stillhouse Hollow Reservoir, $380,000; and Som- 
erville, $180,000. 

Senator Kerr. Are those amounts for construction ¢ 

General Casstpy. The one for Waco and the one for Proctor are 
for construction. For Stillhouse Hollow and for Somerville it is 
advanced engineering and design. 

Senator Kerr. For planning ? 

General Cassipy. Planning; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. When is it calculated that the planning will be com- 
pleted on Stillhouse Hollow and Somerville, so that it would be in 
order for appropriations to provide funds for them ? 

General Cassipy. The initiation for construction on Stillhouse Hol- 
low is for 1962, sir, and on Somerville, 1962. 

Senator Kerr. What is the total cost of the Waco? 

General Cassipy., $37,300,000. 

Senator Kerr. And for Proctor? 

General Cassipy. $18 million. 

Senator Kerr. Then the increased authorization that you have 
indicated in your tabulation, being $20,772,000, or $21 million addi- 
tional authorization, would be adequate only actually for Waco and 
Proctor? 

General Cassipy. For all of them through 1963. 

Senator Kerr. Insofar as the total amount is concerned, the $60,- 
772,000 would be the total authorization and would be adequate only 
for Waco and Proctor? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir; if you look at it that way; but in 1963 
all four of them will be under construction. We would need addi- 
tional authorization afterward to complete all four of them. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, then, if the committee saw fit to 
make the authorization in the total of $60,772,000, that would be ade- 
quate to permit the start of the construction on Stillhouse Hollow 
and Somerville, if the planning is completed in the meantime, in fiscal 
year 1962, that is, for the year 1962’s program ? 

xeneral Cassipy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Has there been any appropriation for planning 
money on any of the other reservoirs ? 

General Cassipy., There has been $28,000 on Ferguson and $34,000 
on Laneport Reservoir for preauthorization studies. 

Senator Kerr. Is there anything in the budget for planning money 
for Ferguson ? 

General Cassipy. No, sir; not for Ferguson. 

Senator Kerr. In case the Congress decided to put money in for 
planning on Ferguson, what amount would represent the engineering ? 

General Cassipy. May I supply that for the record ? 

(The information is as follows :) 

The Corps of Engineers is presently making an investigation of the Navasota 
River, which will include consideration of alternative sites for the authorized 


Ferguson Reservoir. We could not make an estimate of the funds required 
for planning until after completion of the authorized investigation. 
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Senator Kerr. Also, what is the overall estimate of Ferguson? 

General Cassipy. The estimated cost of the presently authorized 
project is $23,300,000, sir. 

Senator Kerr. If the Congress saw fit to provide planning money 
for Ferguson, would the $60 million authorization still be ample for 
the 3-year period ? 

General Cassipy. I believe it would, sir. Our requirement is $20,- 
772,000, or $21 million additional, which would give us two-hundred- 
and-some-thousand-odd dollars within the authorization that could 
be used for that planning. 

Senator Kerr. You mean for the initiation ? 

General Cassipy. For the initiation of the planning. 

Senator Kerr. And you could not complete the planning and have 
it ready for construction in this 3-year period ? 

General Cassipy. I would like to check that. I would like to supply 
that answer for the record. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The information is as follows :) 

Based upon the status of completion of the investigations of alternate sites 
now underway, Ferguson Dam and Reservoir would not be ready for construc- 
tion by fiscal year 1963. 

Senator Kerr. If it turns out that in the normal course of the 
planning for Ferguson you would require an amount in the 3-year 
period in excess of the one suggested, if _ would require that, 
please advise us what the new figure would be, will you? 

General Cassipy. Very well, sir. 

In addition to the basins listed on the tabulation previously fur- 
nished to the committee, there is need for an increase in the authoriza- 
tion for the lower Mississippi River and tributary project. 

Senator Kerr. So that we may have the picture before us, the 
basins are the Arkansas, Central and Southern Florida, Columbia, 
Los Angeles, Missouri, White. 

I guess the Barkley Dam in Kentucky is on the Cumberland, is it 
not, and the others are on the Mississippi River? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Those are the basins identified in the tabulation to 
which you have referred and for which the additional authorization 
is being suggested ? 

General Cassipy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Now you are going to present an additional one? 

General Cassipy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. And that is what? 


LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


General Cassipy. The lower Mississippi River and tributaries, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is that the item that is on the tabulation for “Chan- 
nel improvement” ? 

General Casstpy. Yes; that is correct, sir. It is at the very bottom 
of the first sheet. 

Senator Kerr. Then the item that you will now refer to is actually 
disclosed on the tabulation ? 

General Cassipy. Yes, it is. 
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General Carter, who is president of the Mississippi River Commis- 
sion, is here to present the details on this project, if the committee 
desires them. 

Senator Kerr. You have nothing further with reference to any 
of the others? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

General Carrer. Mr. Chairman, the title “Lower Mississippi River” 
applies to the comprehensive project for flood control and improve- 
ment of the Mississippi River in its alluvial valley authorized by the 
act of May 15, 1928, as amended and supplemented by subsequent acts 
of Congress. The alluvial valley of the Mississippi River extends 
from Cape Girardeau, Mo., to the Gulf of Mexico and comprises over 
30,000 square miles which, except for authorized improvements, is 
subject to overflow by the project flood. It is located in the seven 
States of Missouri, Illinois, Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas, Missis- 
sippi, and Louisiana, and receives the drainage from all or part of 
31 States of the Union comprising a watershed of 41 percent of the 
area of the United States. 

Senator Kerr. Does that figure apply now after the admission of 
Alaska ¢ 

General Carrer. It does not, sir. We have to get Alaska put into 
this, which, of course, will cut that percentage a great deal. 

Senator Kerr. Do you know, this committee has the highest regard 
for the Corps of Engineers possibly of any governmental agency, 
and we would hope that you would bear that in mind. 

General Carrer. We appreciate that regard. I greatly regret that 
we are using the figure for what we termed “the continental United 
States.” 

Senator Kerr. All right. You may proceed. 

General Carrer. Since it was originally adopted in the 1928 act, 
the basic project has been modified and supplemented a number of 
times to include tributary streams in the alluvial valley such as the 
St. Francis, Yazoo, lower White and lower Arkansas, the Atchafalay: 
River outlet and alluvial lands around Lake Pontchartrain. 

The plan for channel improvement was originally authorized by 
the act of May 15, 1928, for the reach between Cairo, Il., and Head 
of Passes, and modified by the act of December 22, 1944, to provide 
i continuing program of stabilization and the development of a 12- 
by 300-foot low-water navigation channel between Esiro, Ill., and 
Baton Rouge, La. 

The total estimated cost of the entire Mississippi River and tribu- 
taries project is $1,702,962,400, of which $683 million is the present 
estimated cost of the channel improvement feature of the project. 

Senator Kerr. That is the flood control portion of the navigation 
features in the area you have told us about ? 

General Carrer. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. What is the present amount authorized ? 

General Carrer. The present amount authorized for that, sir, is 
%462,448,400 for the channel improvement features of the project. We 
have just completed in the Mississippi River Commission a complete 
review of the entire Mississippi River and tributary projects. That 
review is now in the Chief Engineer’s office for his review. 
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In that review is included a review from Cairo, II1., to Baton Rouge, 
which is the presently authorized project, and the scope of the project 
has not been changed. However, it developed in our plans through 
the years as we have gone into the different bends of the river that 
certain additional work is required to do what we originally intended 
todo. This has raised the cost of this work to $638 million from the 
$462 million currently authorized. That is not a cost increase, as 
normally we consider through the years. 

Senator Kerr. That is not an increase in cost for a specific project 
or oe 

yeneral Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

It is not an increase in cost for the same work. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I am talking about. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. It is the present estimate of the cost of the changed 
program that you have in mind? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

General Carrer. Actually, we are very proud of the fact that our 
costs per mile of revetment and bank work in the lower river has not 
increased throughout the past 10 years, in spite of the rapid increase 
in cost of materials and labor. We have been able to improve our 
efficiency so that that cost per square yard is almost exactly the same 
as in 1949, 

Senator Kerr. The $220 million, in order to give a clear picture, 
should be added to the $1,702 million. Or does that $1,702 million 
include the $220 million ? 

General Carrer. The $1,702 million includes the $220 million. The 
present authorization is $1,398,877,000. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I asked you a while ago. 

General Carter. Iam sorry. The total estimated cost of the entire 
project is $1,702 million. 

= Kerr. Including the amounts that you are now speaking 
of? 

General Carrer. That is correct. 

a Kerr. And the present amount of the authorization is 
what ¢ 

General Carrer. $1,398,877,000. Of that, $462,448,400 is for the 
channel improvement features. 

Senator Kerr. Are you indicating that an additional authoriza- 
tion is necessary at this time for the 3-year period? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. Actually, currently we have had ap- 
propriated through June 30, 1959, $390,300,000, and we have included 
in the 1960 budget that amount—in fact, it has been appropriated 
for 1960, and have included in the 1961 budget $44,580,000 more, 
so that there is only a balance of $27 million unappropriated against 
the current authorization to carry on this project. 

Senator Kerr. Is the present authorization broken down into 
segments? 

_ General Carrer. Yes, sir. The Mississippi River Tributary project 
18 quite complicated in that the various separable features of the 
project have been authorized by Congress specifically, although the 
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total authorization is carried in the Mississippi River and Tributary 
project as a single amount. 

Senator Kerr. But, actually, it is in the 

General Carrer. It is in the different acts of Congress. 

Senator Kerr. That means in different authorizations? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The $1,398 million is the sum total of all? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And these specific authorizations you now have in 
mind is for $462 million total? 

General Carrer. No, sir. We already have authorized $462 million 
total. 

Senator Kerr. That is the amount already authorized ? 

General Carrer. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the present authorization is $462 million 
against which appropriations have been made? 

General Carrer. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. For that specific purpose? 

General Carrer. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. It is that specific element of the sum total of $1,398 
million that you are addressing yourself to? 

General Carter. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. What is your suggestion as to increased authoriza- 
tion required for this 3-year period for that one item? 

General Carter. This project, sir, or the appropriations against 
it, amount to $22 to $25 million per year, and it requires a very long- 
range plan of operation. We will be out of authorization completely 
in 1962. I would like very much to get the full authorization for this 
project to carry on the complete long-range plan for the stabilization 
of the river. 

Senator Kerr. What is that amount? 

General Carter. That is $220 million—that is, for a longer period 
than 3 years. 

Senator Kerr. I am entirely in sympathy with that objective. Does 
the Budget Bureau approve that request ? 

s General Carrer. This particular request has not cleared the Budget 
ureau. 

Senator Kerr. It seems to me that the committee finds itself in this 
position: In the Flood Control Act of 1958, I believe, that we passed 
three before we got one signed. Do you remember? 

General Carter. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. And as I recall, this was a controversial item in that 
authorization ? 

General Carrer. I do not believe so, sir. There was an increase for 
the St. Francis Basin on the Mississippi River. 

Senator Kerr. I do not recall that, but I know that there was a 
substantial increase in the Mississippi River improvement authoriza- 
tion by reason of the amount of the total authorization. When we 
finally worked one out that was signed, we deleted the additional au- 
thorization which the previous bills had included, and I would like 
to get cleared in my mind as to whether or not it was an authorization 
for the same part of the overall picture as this is. 
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General Carrer. I am advised, sir, that in the initial discussion be- 
fore it passed the first time, there was an item of $75 million included 
for this particular project. 

Senator Kerr. It was not in the first bill. 

General Carrer. No, sir; I believe it was in the first bill. Mr. 
Weinkauff advised me that it was in the first bill. I did not realize 
that it was. 

Senator Kerr. That is why I am trying to find out if you are talk- 
ing about the same part of this overall program as we had in mind 
in that initial authorization in 1958. 

General Carrer. It was my understanding that was withdrawn be- 
fore the committee and was never passed—never put in the bill. 

Senator Kerr. The only way that I can find out is by questioning. 

General Carrer. This particular item was in one of the bills when 
it was presented to the Congress initially, but was never passed by the 
Congress. 

Senator Kerr. It was not passed by the Congress? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What was in the bill that was passed and which was 
in the subsequent one, and not in the bill that was signed as to the 
Mississippi River program ? 

General Carrer. I would have to supply the answer for that ques- 
tion for the record. That was before my time. 

penator Kerr. Is there anyone here who can supply that informa- 
tion ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. The one that was in originally was in the early 
consideration of the bill, I believe. It was taken out before the final 
passage and approval of the bill by the President. As you will recall, 
it was sent up to the President several times and vetoed twice, I am not 
sure whether it was in the bill that was vetoed or whether it was taken 
out by the committee, but it was in the original version of the bill. 

Senator Kerr. My recollection is that in the first bill, that was 
vetoed, we had an item for this project. 

Mr. We1nxaurr. My recollection is the same. 

Senator Kerr. In the second bill, I recall, we had a lesser amount. 

Mr. Wei1nxkavrr. $75 million was the second amount. 

Senator Kerr. And in the third bill we either had a much lesser 
amount or no amount. 

Mr. Wurnkavrr. It was completely out in the last bill. 

Senator Kerr. What I want to get straight in this record, is, what 
it was in those first two bills. 

General Carter. We will have to supply that information for the 
= I know that it was discussed. I have heard discussions 
about it. 

Senator Kerr. We have that information I am sure in the files of 
this committee, and I want to put it in this record. 

Would you come here, please? What is your name? 

Mr. We1nxaurr. My name is Henry Weinkauff. 

Senator Kerr. I have been impressed with your very fine knowl- 
edge of what we are doing around here. Is this the bill that was 
passed—is that the same item ? 

Mr. We1nkavurr. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Then it was in the bill? 
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Mr. Wernxkaurr. Yes, sir, it was. 

Senator Kerr. As vetoed ? 

Mr. Wernxkaurr. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. The next bill that was vetoed had $75 million 
in it? 

Mr. Weinxavrr. That is correct as it passed the Senate. How- 
ever, it was deleted by the House Public Works Committee prior to 
the veto. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that gets before us the picture that I was 
trying to get before. Then the bill that we finally passed, Mr. Wien- 
kauff, and which was signed, had nothing in it of that kind? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. As I recall, the Office of the Budget Bureau indi- 
cated that they had won a great victory in cutting down that authori- 
zation bill by $213 million and saving the people that much money. 
Of course, I knew at the time that some day we would have to put it 
in the bill. 

Apparently it is now here. 

General Carter. Yes. 

Senator Kurr. So far as I am concerned, I am entirely in accord 
with your suggestion that the authorization be increased to $220 
million that has been suggested here. 

The thing that I am asking you about is, in view of the fact that 
$25 million a year is what you actually spend, and was actually appro- 
priated, do you think that if we were to put in this $220 million fig- 
ure as suggested that we would get ourselves in the same rat race that 
we got into in 1958 when we put it in and the bill that was approved 
did not have anything in it? 

General Carter. I would not want that to happen. 

Senator Kerr. I will read you some questions and answers which 
were given before the committee in the hearings before. 


Senator Case. With respect to the Mississippi Channel improvement, do you 
not have some authorization funds left for the Mississippi River Channel im- 
provement? 

General Person. Yes, sir. We still have over a hundred million dollars in 
authorization left, and we have been only spending about $20 million a year so we 
have about 5 years left on that. 

Senator Case. In other words, if we were not to include this $219 million for 
the Missisippi River Channel improvement you would still have enough author- 
ization to carry you for 5 years at the current rate of expenditure? 

General Person. I would say 4 or 5 years, yes, sir. 

Senator Casp. Well then, would there be any particular injury to the program 
for handling the Mississippi River if that were deferred until the next bill? 

General Person, No, sir. 


I would hope that the committee would see fit to put in every dollar 
that you need to have in here, gentlemen. 
General Carrer. I would like to show you this. This is a section 
of the navigation map of the Missisippi River. This is Memphis, 
Tenn. We have revetted and done dredging in this river at various 
points. The problem is to improve the carrying capacity of the 
river and to stabilize the channel, so that we can reduce our annual 

$16 million maintenance bill. 

We had a specific problem here at Memphis where the river comes 
down here and passes the bank here—it comes across here, and then 
turns, and goes right straight across to this point [indicating]. 
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This is Mud Island in front of Memphis. 

One of the interstate bridges will cross the river right here [indi- 
cating]. There are three bridges already at this point. We must 
make the Mississippi River move about a mile and a half to the east. 

Senator Kerr. Tete that eliminate Mud Island? 

General Carrer. It will eliminate most all of Mud Island. 

Senator Kerr. Is that not pretty well built up with industry ? 

General Carrer. It is flooded at high waters. 

Senator Kerr. What island is it that they are working on? 

General Carrer. That is Presidents Island. We have been doing 
dredging here. We have now gotten about 60 percent of the water 
of the river flowing in this channel. The other 40 percent is up here 
and goes down that way [indicating]. We must start revetting at 
the upper end of this region in order to make the river cut its banks 
below the revetment, which it will always do. We cannot go in there 
because there is literally a cost of $60 million to $100 million to dredge 
this out. We can make the river do it by putting revetments in at 
the upper end, and as it wears away below, the river increases in ve- 
locity and begins to cave below that point, until we get it in a stabil- 
ized situation. 

We hope within the next 7 or 8 years that we will accomplish this. 
But we need an authorization, so that we can make such a long-range 

lan. 
7 In this particular reach of the river, from the upper end here to the 
lower end—we already have built 61 miles of revetments. We require 
14 miles more to complete this whole thing. 

We have spent $47 million on revetment in that reach. We must 


spend about $11 million more. 

I would like to see an authorization for, certainly, 5 years. Three 
years is too short a time to plan this kind of work. 

Senator Kerr. I thoroughly agree with you. What would it take 
for that ? 

General Carter. We have $27 million left after the nn author- 


ization is finished, and $25 million a year—that wou 
$100 million. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to follow you. If the committee is dis- 
posed to agree, they will have to know exactly what the requirement 
will be. The present authorization is $462 million, is it? 

General Carter. $462,448,000. 

penator Kerr. And you have spent $392 million for what fiscal 
year? 

General Carrer. June 30, fiscal 1959. We have included in the 
budget for 1961, $44,500,000 more. 

Senator Kerr. That is for 1960 and 1961? 

General Carter. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Then that goes through 1961? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And 390 ae 44 is $434 million. 

General Carrer. Actually, $27,056,000 is left after the money has 
been appropriated. 

Senator Kerr. 434 from 462 leaves how much, $27 million. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. That would take you to 1962? 


d give us, say, 
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General Carter. 1962, yes. 

Senator Kerr. The 3-year period includes 1963 ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. But through 1963 for this kind of work 
is not long enough. We need more authorization than that. 

Senator Kerr. I am just trying to find out. 

General Carrer. It will take $25 million more to carry us. 

Senator Kerr. Through 1963? 

General Carter. Through 1963. 

Senator Kerr. So that if we increased this authorization an addi- 
tional $100 million at $25 million a year, it would take you through 
fiscal year 1966 ? 

General Carter. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And if we increased it $50 million it would take 
you through 1964? 

General Carrer. Thatis right. That is getting very close. 

Senator Kerr. And that is cutting it a little fine? 

General Carter. Yes, sir. Incidentally, sir, I reported these facts 
about this increase of costs to the Appropriations Committees this 
year. 

We carry the percent of completion on these projects on a monetary 
basis. O course, the Appropriations Committees were interested to 
know how much the total bill was going to be. I told them last 
year that we have not completed the review report and I could not 
give them that figure, but this year I did report to both the House 
and the Senate prota ieee ° Committees that the total cost of this 
entire project, above Baton Rouge, would be the $683 million. So 
they have been advised. 

Senator Kerr. That is the 462 plus 220? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. And I know that you reported 
that to the Budget Bureau ? 

General Carrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You have not heard from them ? 

General Carrer. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. We have not, either. 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Krrr. And do you suppose that between us we could hear 
from them while we have this matter under consideration to the point 
where if we put the $100 million in here that you have indicated 
you need through fiscal year 1966 that they would not use it as a 
club to hit us over the head and sustain a veto or suggest that it 
be vetoed ? ; 

General Casstpy. I can get a letter to them tomorrow, sir, and 
attempt to get an answer while this bill is still under consideration. 

Senator Kerr. We will greatly appreciate that. Thank you. I 
am not trying to put a burden on you. Iam just trying to outline 
and picturize the burden which, I think, is on both of us. 

General Carrer. I understand perfectly well, and I appreciate it. 

Senator Kerr. In fact, any action by you or this committee does not 
eliminate the facts that we have before us. 

General Casstpy. We are now ready to proceed with the individual 
projects, if you wish. 

Senator Kerr. Are you familiar, General, with S. 2843 ? 

General Carter. I am familiar with it. 
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(S. 2843 is as follows :) 


[S. 2848, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To further modify the lower Mississippi River flood control and improvement 
project, originally adopted May 15, 1928 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for flood control and im- 
provement of the lower Mississippi River, adopted by the Act of May 15, 1928, 
as amended and modified, is hereby further modified and expanded to include 
the following items of work: (a) Modification of the authorized project for the 
lower Mississippi River to provide that the Chief of Engineers upon recommenda- 
tion.of the President, Mississippi River Commission, may approve the constrution 
and maintenance of low water access navigation channels from the existing 
channel of the Mississippi River to established harbor areas located along the 
Mississippi River between Cairo, Illinois, and Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Provided, 
That not to exceed $150,000 may be allotted from available funds to any single 
locality in any one fiscal year: And provided further, That local interests shall 
furnish, without cost to the United States, rights-of-way and spoil disposal 
areas for initial construction and subsequent maintenance when and as required. 


The monetary authorization for the project shall not be increased as a result 
of this modification. 


Senator Kerr. Has that been studied by the corps—has it been 
checked out by them ? 

General Carter. That is by the Mississippi River Commission. The 
Chief of Engineers has not reported on the bill. He has it for study. 

Senator Kerr. Could we hope to have a report from the Chief of 
paginas while this bill is pending ? 

xeneral Cassipy. We can get that for you, sir. 

General Carrer. I can testify on it as the President of the Missis- 
“ppl River Commission and how it will affect the Mississippi River 

alley. 

Genates Kerr. Do you feel that it is a worthwhile bill, and one that 
you would recommend ? 

General Carter. I do, sir. It will provide us with authority to do 
the things that should be done. It has specific limitations in it, how- 
ever. 

Senator Kerr. Just generally tell the committee what it would do. 

General Carrer. The bill is designed to provide authority to the 
Corps of Engineers to dredge low water navigation channels to exist- 
ee harbors. It does not provide authority to build new 

arbors. 

We have several places on the river where either our own work has 
moved the river away from the town, or where the river itself has 
moved away. The local people have built grain elevators and wharves 
and docks and that sort of thing. And then the river goes away. 

Under the navigation project we do not have the authority to go in 
and maintain any chemaat to those harbors. For example, Lake Prov- 
idence in Louisiana is one place where this is involved. Last summer 
they wanted us to dredge a short channel through a bar to get to their 
existing harbor. I had a dredge moving past that point and for 
$18,000 I could have done this work, but I ad no authority to do it. 

The same thing exists at Greenville, Miss., where the Corps of Engi- 
neers made many cutoffs, and the city of Greenville is now off the 
river. It is on a lake. The only way that I can dredge navigation 
channels through to that port—and it is a very busy port—it has 
about 2,500,000 tons of cargo a year coming out of it—would be be- 
cause the Federal Government itself has a place up this channel. 
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In order to get to our own works we can open up their harbor. 


This bill would provide a means by which we could take care of those 


situations. 
Senator Kerr. And you cannot do it under the existing law ? 
General Carrer. No, sir. 
Senator Kerr. Let us look at this map over here of the Brazos 
River. Do you see where the Little River runs into the Brazos River? 
General Cassipy. Yes. 


Senator Kerr. Let us say that I had a navigation project on the | 
Brazos River, and that the location of the locks would make a channel | 
in the Little River there, and with some dredging and improvement it | 
would make it serviceable. Is there anything in this bill that would 7 


authorize you to do that ? 

-General Carrer. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have that authority now ? 

General Carter. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. If you had a navigation project for the Brazos 
River, it would not permit you to do anything there with reference to 
any part of the Little River channel ? 


General Carrer. Not unless there was an already established harbor. 
This bill is limited. First, it is limited to the Mississippi River and | 


tributaries project. 


That is, Cairo to Baton Rouge. And it is also limited to provide an | 


access channel to existing harbors and not to new ones. 
Senator Kerr. This condition that exists on the lower Mississippi, is 


it peculiar to that stream alone or is that true with reference to all of | 


the navigation projects that we have ? 


General Carrer. I believe it is, sir. There may be a few places on | 


other streams. 


Senator Kerr. In other words, what I am trying to find out is if a § 
bill of this kind is directed principally to this subject, should it be | 


limited to the areas described in it ? 


General Casstpy. This might apply to the Missouri River also, sir. 7 
General Carrer. It could apply to the Missouri River. It would 7 
not apply to the upper Mississippi. It does not apply to channelized |) 


streams. 


Here is a map of the Mississippi from the gulf to Cairo, Ill. You 7 
can see how it goes back and forth. You have been on the river | 


and you know about that. 


Senator Kerr. To your left there, what river would you be running ; 


into there ? 

General Carrer. The Arkansas River. 

Senator Kerr. I was thinking about the Arkansas. 

General Carter. This particular bill would apply to the Arkansas 
to this point, to Pine Bluff, which is in the Mississippi River and 
tributaries project area. 

However, as you know, the navigation project on the Arkansas is 
for channelized work. We will have locks and dams in that river, 
and we will have it so stabilized that it will not move away from the 
channels. For example, right now, the Arkansas, which was navi- 
gable until the cutoff came through and lowered the water, there 
was navigation up to Pine Bluff most of the time, and frequently up 
to Little Rock. That no longer exists. 
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This bill would not authorize us to dig out the Arkansas, but in 
the event that we did make a cutoff which moved Pine Bluff away 
from the Arkansas River channel, this bill would authorize us to 
carry the channel into the existing harbor there, and they have one. 

Senator Kerr. It would apply only to the Mississippi and its trib- 
utaries outlined on that map, which is a reflection of the provisions 
already in the law? 

General Carrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. General, do you have anything else? 

General Cassipy. No, sir. We are ready to proceed with the in- 
dividual projects. 

(The justification for Pepperell Cove, Maine, follows:) 


PEPPERELL COVE, MAINE 
(H. Doe. 284, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—In the southwestern part of Maine, on the eastern side of Ports- 
mouth Harbor. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions by the Senate and House Public Works 
Committees, adopted March 19, 1954, and June 29, 1955, respectively. 

Existing project——Provides for an anchorage area 12 feet deep, 1,450 feet 
long, and 1,250 feet wide. Local interests have provided wharves and landings. 

Navigation problem.—Due to the increase in small boat traffic, additional 
anchorage area is needed in a protected area. In Chauncey Creek the main 
problem is the lack of adequate depths. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 
60 feet wide extending from Pepperell Cove about 4,000 feet up Chauncey Creek, 
a turning basin opposite the Whitham Lobster Co. wharf, and 5 acres of 
anchorage 6 feet deep. 


Estimated cost (price level of March 1959) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization 
Maintenance dredging 
Maintenance of navigation aids. 


pS 


2| 885 


a 


. 
| 


Annual benefits: 
Commercial fishing 
Recreational boating 


al 88 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash 8 percent of the first cost of dredg- 
ing due to recreational boating benefits, a contribution presently estimated at 
$15,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to initiation of construction, the final 
apportionment of cost to be made after the actual costs have been determined ; 
(b) provide a suitable public landing open to all on equal terms to serve the 
Chauncey Creek area; (c) provide without cost to the United States all neces- 
sary lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the construction and maintenance 
of the project; and (d) hold and save the United States free from damages that 
may result from construction and maintenance of the project. Local interests 
have indicated that they will meet the requirement of local cooperation. 
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Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Maine: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 

Senator Kerr. You are Colonel Smith? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right; you may proceed, Colonel. 

Colonel Smiru. This report concerns modifications of Federal navi- 
gation project at Pepperell Cove, at Kittery, Maine. 

Pepperell Cove is located on the eastern side of Portsmouth Harbor, 
between New Hampshire and Maine. 

The favorable report of the Chief of Engineers was submitted to 
Congress on the 3d of December 1959 in response to resolutions by this 
committee and the House Public Works Committee, which were 
adopted March 19, 1954, and June 29, 1955, respectively. 

The existing project at Pepperell Cove provides for a 12-foot 
anchorage area of approximately 100 acres. This area is adequate for 
larger craft, but is too exposed for small boats. During rough 
weather the boats try to seek shelter from this anchorage by going into 
Chauncey Creek. 

Senator Kerr. Where is Chauncey Creek ? 

Colonel Smiru. It is indicated in the green there. It flows to the 
northeast. It is a tidal stream, which has a depth now of about 2 feet [| 
at mean low water. The ships can go up there at high tide, but they 
are grounded at low tide. 

They also attempt to go up Chauncey Creek to deliver their cargo [| 
of fish to the canneries that are located at the head of Chauncey Creek. 
At low tide they have to discharge their cargo at a wharf near the 
existing anchorage, and it is then sent by truck from there up to the 
canneries. 

The only commerce in this area is fish, mostly lobster and herring. 

The area is also used extensively by recreation craft. 

Local interests desire the construction of a breakwater to protect the 
existing anchorage. 

Senator Kerr. Is that pictured on the map? 

Colonel Smiru. It is not, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is that not the green area ? 

Colonel Smrrn. That is a new channel. The breakwater was stud- 
ied and found not to be economically justified. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Colonel Smrru. They also requested that we dredge a channel up 
Chauncey Creek to facilitate the unloading of the fish and to provide 
a protected anchorage. 

After considering the desires of the local interests, the Chief of 
Engineers recommends improvement of Chauncey Creek by providing 
a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide, extending from Pepperell 
Cove up Chauncey Creek 4,000 feet; also a turning basin and 5 acres 
of anchorage 6 feet deep. 

The local interests are required to contribute in cash 8 percent of 
the first cost of dredging due to the recreational benefits. That, con- 
tribution presently is estimated at $15,000, to be paid in a lump sum 
prior to the initiation of construction. Also to provide a suitable 
public landing open to all on equal terms to serve the Chauncey 
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Creek area; and to provide without cost to the United States all neces- 
sary lands, easements, and right-of-way for the construction and 
maintenance of the project; and hold and save the United States free 
from damage that may result from construction and maintenance of 
the project. 

e total first cost of construction is $185,000, of which the Federal 


cost is $170,000, and the non-Federal cost is $15,000. 


Annual charges are $9,800, and annual benefits are $11,600, giving 
a benefit-cost ratio of 1.2 to1. 
The State of Maine and the interested Federal agencies favor the 
roject. 
: The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of this 
report to Congress. 
hat concludes my statement. 
Senator Kerr. Thank you. 
What amount has the corps for small flood control projects without 
specific congressional authorization ? 
Colonel SmirxH. Small flood control projects, sir? 
Senator Kerr. Yes. 
Mr. Wernxaurr. $400,000 is the top limit. 
Senator Kerr. $400,000 ? 
Mr. Wernxkavrr. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. Has the corps ever given consideration to authoriza- 
tions for small navigation projects ? 
Mr. WertnKavrr.. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. Has the corps ever taken a position on it? 
Mr. Wernxaurr. I believe that we favored it. Our final position 
on it was favorable. 
Senator Kerr. Has the Budget Bureau reported on it? 
Mr. Wer1nxaurr. I would like to check that and furnish that infor- 
mation for the record. 
Senator Kerr. If you will, please. 
(The information is as follows:) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.O., May 15, 1956. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 382, 84th Congress, a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Army in certain cases to undertake small river 
and harbor improvement projects not specifically authorized Congress. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to allot from river 
and harbor appropriations not to exceed $2 million for any one fiscal year for 
construction of small river and harbor improvement projects not authorized by 
Congress which will result in substantial benefit to navigation, when in the 
opinion.of the Chief of Engineers such work is advisable. The bill provides that 
not more than $100,000 shall be allotted at any single locality for each fiscal 
year, that the local cooperation provisions specified in section 3 of the 1936 Flood 
Control Act shall apply, and that the projects shall not commit the United 
States to any additional improvement. 

The Department generally favors the objective of the bill but suggests certain 
revisions outlined below: 

(1) Add criterion for economic justification as required for flood control 


projects ; 
(2) Provide that allotment shall complete the Federal part of the project ; 
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(3) Require local interests to furnish lands and authorize the Secretary 
of the Army in his discretion to require local interests to hold and save 
the United States free from damages, 

(4) Authorize the Secretary in his discretion to require non-Federal cost. 
sharing because of the recreational or otherwise local nature of benefits. 

(5) Provide that projects constructed under this authority shall be con. 
sidered as authorized projects, for purposes of maintenance, 

In order that the bill will conform to the preceding suggestions, a substitute 
draft of bill has been prepared and is submitted herewith. 

The Department of the Army offers no objection to the enactment of H.R. 382 
if revised in accordance with the enclosed substitute. 

The exact fiscal effects of enactment of the bill are not known at this time but 
would be limited to $2 million per year. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 

WILzber M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army, 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Army in certain cases to undertake small river 
and harbor improvement projects not specifically authorized by Congress 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized to allot from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for 
rivers and harbors, not to exceed $2,000,000 for any one fiscal year, for the con- 
struction of small river and harbor improvement projects not specifically author- 
ized by Congress which will result in substantial benefits to navigation and which 
ean be operated consistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters 
of the Nation for other purposes, when in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers 
such work is advisable, if benefits are in excess of the cost. 

Seo. 2. (a) Not more than $100,000 shall be allotted for the construction of a 
project under this Act at any single locality from the appropriations for any one > 
fiscal year; and the amount allotted shall be sufficient to complete the Federal 
participation in the project under this Act. 

(b) Local interests shall provide necessary lands and rights-of-way for all 
projects to be constructed under the authority of this Act; in addition, the 
Secretary of the Army may require local interests to hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to the project. A State, county, municipality, or 
other responsible local entity shall give assurance satisfactory to the Secretary of 
the Army that such conditions of cooperation as are required will be accom- f 
plished. 

(c) The Secretary of the Army may require non-Federal interests to share in | 
the cost of the project to the extent that he deems that the recreational or other- 
wise local nature of the benefits should not be borne by the Federal Government, 
and such cost-sharing may be effected through the type of participation provided 
in subsection (b) above or through the requirement of a cash contribution by 
local interests. 

(d) Each project for which money is allotted under this Act shall be complete 
in itself and not commit the United States to any additional improvement to 
insure its successful operation, other than routine maintenance, and except as may 
result from the normal procedure applying to projects authorized after submis- 
sion of preliminary examination and survey report. 

Src. 8. Projects constructed under the authority of this Act shall be con- 
sidered as authorized projects. 


Colonel Smiru. We do have authority to construct projects of this 
type once they are authorized, without getting specific appropriations 
for them. 

Senator Kerr. Up to what amount? 

Colonel Smrru. Up to $400,000. 

Senator Kerr. That is for navigation ? 

Colonel Smirn. Navigation or flood control. 

Senator Kerr. Say that again. You have what authority? 
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ecretary} Colonel Smrru. Authority to construct small authorized projects, 
nd save} the total Federal cost of which does not exceed $400,000. They haye 
ral cost, | tobe authorized before we can build them, sir. 
nefits. Senator Kerr. That is out of the appropriation item for small 
_ be con- Sree tang _ 

Yolonel Smiru. That is correct. 
nett Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 
H.R. 382— Do you have any other projects to report on? 
. (The justification for Eastport Harbor, Maine, follows :) 
time but 
Eastport Harsor, MAINE 


(S. Doc. 98, 86th Cong.) 


R, Location.—On the east side of Moose Island, Maine, on Friar Roads, an inter- 

Army, national boundary passage between Moose Island and Campobello Island, New 
Brunswick. 

mall river Report authorized by.—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the 

Pee U.S. Senate adopted December 6, 1950: 

d States Existing project.—No Federal navigation project. 

; hereby Navigation problem.—The difficulties attending navigation in Eastport Harbor 

rade for} *e those associated with extreme tides, strong tidal currents, and lack of 

the con anchorage areas and berths protected from relatively frequent winds and storms 

- author. from the northeast, east, and southeast. 

1a which Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a breakwater 500 feet long, 
parallel to the central waterfront, and an anchorage basin of 1.4 acres with 

depths of 10 and 14 feet. 
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submis F Renefit-cost ratio —2.2. 
Local cooperation.—(a@) Furnish without cost ‘to the United States all lands, 
be con easements, and rights-of-way for the construction and maintenance of the pro- 
ject, when and as required; (b) hold and save the United States free from 
of this damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project; and (c) pro- 
iations vide and maintain without cost to the United States an adequate public landing 
joining the breakwater to shore, with a fish pump or other acceptable unloading 
device, berths, and necessary mooring facilities, open to all on equal terms. 
Local interests have indicated that they will meet the requirements of local 
cooperation. 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Fish and Wildlife Services recommends reevalua- 
tion of benefits attributed to fish catch. 
Staté of Maine : Favorable. 
Remarks.—Reevaluation of fish catch currently being made in cooperation 
with the regional office of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 


44845-—60—pt. 3 8 
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Colonel Smrru. The next report concerns the improvement of East- 
port Harbor, Maine, located on Moose Island, adjacent to the inter- 
national boundary between the United States and Canada. 

The report is being prepared in response to a resolution by the 
House Public Works Committee, adopted December 6, 1950. There 
is no existing Federal project in the area. 

The city of Eastport is the most easterly city in the United States, 
- is one of the major centers of the Nation’s sardine canning in- 

ustry. 

The manufacture of extracts from fish scales and scrap is also one 
of the city’s major industries. 

Senator Kerr. The manufacture of what ? 

Colonel Smiru. The manufacture of extracts from fish scales. 

Senator Kerr. What kind of extracts? 

_Colonel Smirn. They are mostly used in making paints, I believe, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. I was asking what kind of extracts they made from 
fish scales. 

Senator Muskie. I think fish powder. 

Senator Kerr. I asked the question as a matter of information. 

Colonel Smrru. The population of Eastport is about 3,200. Water- 
borne commerce since 1952 has averaged 66,500 tons, of which over 50 
percent consists of fish. v 

Senator Kerr. Is that annual? 

Colonel Smitu. Yes, sir. 

The mean range of tide in this area is 18 feet; the strong tidal 
currents and high winds make it difficult or impossible to land cargo 
at times, and there is no safe berthing in the harbor during storms. 
The boats have to seek shelter behind islands in the vicinity. 

The harbor is located in the low pool of the proposed Passamaquoddy 
project which is under consideration by the International Joint Com- 
mission. If that project is built, the tide range at Eastport will be 
reduced to about 8 feet. 

Local interests desire a breakwater that provides protection while 
unloading fish and general cargo during rough weather, and a pro- 
tected area sufficient in size for the anchorage of a small number of 
fishing craft and other craft. 

After careful consideration of these desires, the Chief of Engineers 
recommends improvement of the Eastport Harbor by providing a sheet 
steel breakwater 

Senator Kerr. A what? 

Colonel Smirn. A sheet steel-pile breakwater. 

Senator Kerr. A sheet steel-pile breakwater? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. That would be about 500-feet long paral- 
lel to the central waterfront, and an anchorage harbor 1.4 acres, with 
depths of 10 to 14 feet. 

The local interests would be required to furnish lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way for the construction and maintenance of the project, 
to hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction and maintenance of the project, and to provide and main- 
tain without cost to the United States an adequate public landing join- 
ing the breakwater to shore, with a fish pump or other acceptable 
unloading device, berths, and necessary mooring facilities, open to all 
on equal terms. 
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Local interests have indicated that they will meet the requirements 
of local cooperation. The total estimated cost of construction is 
$595,000, all Federal. The annual charges are $34,400, and the annual 
benefits are $74,000, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 2.2 to 1. The State 
of Maine has commented favorably on the project. 

The Department of the Interior also favors the project, and stresses 
the need for an adequate harbor in this area. However, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior questions the predicted fish catch that was used 
in determining the benefits. 

Senator Kerr. Please say that again. 

Colonel Smrru. The Department of the Interior questions the pre- 
dicted fish catch that we used in determining the benefits. They now 
have an engineer checking the economic analysis. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers will We submitted to Congress 
oven the Bureau of the Budget as soon as this reanalysis is com- 

leted. 

: Senator Kerr. In other words, then, the cost-benefit ratio as shown 
in your testimony is one based on your examination, but the facts are 
under reexamination, and you are not prepared to say that the new 
figures will be identical with those that you have given us? 

Colonel Smiru. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the Bureau of the Budget has not reported on it ? 

Colonel Smrru. No, sir. 

Senator Muskie. Did you indicate that you were awaiting a report 
from them ? 

Colonel Smiru. Right now we are waiting on a report from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, sir. We expect it very shortly. 
anor Muskie. Will we get that before we finish considering 

is? 

Colonel Smrru. I do not know how long you will be considering 
the bill. They will have reached a conclusion within the next month. 

Senator Kerr. That is, the corps and the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Colonel Smirn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You did not intend to include the Bureau of the 
Budget in that estimate of time, did you? You do not know whether 
they will report within the month or not? 

Colonel MiTH. I expect that they will. 

Senator Kerr. You think they will? 

Colonel Smrrn. Yes, sir. 

(The justification for York Harbor, Maine, follows :) 


YorK Harsor, MAINE 
(H. Doe. 395, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—At the mouth of York River, a small stream emptying into the At- 
lantic Ocean, about 12 miles northeast of Portsmouth, N.H., and 41 miles south- 
west of Portland, Maine. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the House Public Works Committee 
adopted June 2, 1949. 

Reisting project.—Provides for a channel off Bragdons Island 170 feet wide 
with a depth of 10 feet at mean low water and for removing to the same depth 
the point of a projecting shoal just above the island. 

Navigation problem.—The chief difficulty to navigation is inadequate mooring 
space in the harbor. All of the available mooring space is located in the main 
harbor where strong tidal currents make such mooring hazardous, particularly 
when the moorings are located too closely. 
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Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for an anchorage basin north 
of Bragdons Island, 8 feet deep and about 5.2 acres in area, and an anchorage 
basin south of Bragdons Island, 8 feet deep and about 5.6 acres in area. 


Estimated cost 


Project economics 





Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
* Interest and amortization $3, 150 $17, 18 
NNN gccincncdnwanvbheese { 


Me nchiuntdeeccee 


Annual benefits: 
Commercial fishing 
Recreational boating 
Land enhancement. -- 








Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6. 
Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash 16 percent of the first cost of con-f 
struction due to recreational boating and land enhancement benefits, a contribu f 
tion presently estimated at $74,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to initiation of 
construction, the final allocation of cost to be made after the actual costs have 
been determined; (0b) provide without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas necessary for the initial 
construction and subsequent maintenance, when and as required; (c) hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to construction and maintenance 
of the project works; and (d) provide and maintain a suitable public landing, 
open to all on equal terms, to serve the anchorage basin south of Bragdons Island. f 
Local interests have indicated that they will furnish requirements of local co 
operation. 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Fish and Wildlife Service recommends reevalua- 
tion of benefits attributed to fish catch. 
State of Maine: Favorable. 
Remarks.—Reevaluation of fish catch currently being made in cooperation with 
the regional office of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Senator Kerr. Please proceed with your next project. 

Colonel Smrrn. The next navigation project concerns York Har- 
bor, Maine, located at the mouth of the York River, a small stream 
emptying into the Atlantic Ocean, about 12 miles northeast of Ports- 
mouth, N.H., and 41 miles southwest of Portland, Maine. 

The report is being prepared in response to a resolution by the 
House Public Works Committee, adopted June 2, 1949. 

The existing project at York Harbor provides for a channel 10 feet 
deep and 170 feet wide, and for removing to the same depth the point 
of a projecting shoal just above the island. 

The harbor is a summer resort and a commercial fishing port. 

The current average catch of lobsters by the York Harbor fishing 
fleet, is 250 tons, and the average annual catch of ground fish is esti- 
mated at 375 tons. 

Senator Kerr. What kind of fish? 

Colonel Smirn. Ground fish, sir. 
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Senator Kerr, Ground fish? 

Colonel Smirn. G-r-o-u-n-d. 

Senator Kerr. Enlighten me on that. Do they need any water? 

Colonel Smiru. It is a finfish. I believe it is used for edible prod- 
ucts, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to find out what it is. 

Senator Musxkre. This applies to all different varieties of edible fish, 
like haddock and bass—all of these varieties. I cannot say why they 
use the word “ground.” 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Colonel Smiru. The local interests have requested two anchorage 
areas, each of about 5 acres in area, and 6 to 10 feet deep. They point 


| out that mooring space in the harbor is inadequate. All of the avail- 


able space is crowded and exposed to strong tidal currents. The 
crowded conditions cause numerous accidents and prohibit the ap- 
proval of additional applications for mooring space in the harbor. 

After careful consideration of the desires of local interests, the 
Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing project 
to provide for an anchorage basin north of Bragdons Island, 8 feet 
deep and 5.2 acres in area, and an anchorage basin south of Bragdons 
Island and about 5.6 acres in area. 

Local interests will be required to contribute in cash 16 percent of 


_ the first cost of construction due to recreational boating and land en- 


hancement. benefits. 

This contribution is estimated at $74,000, to be paid in a lump sum 
prior to initiation of construction; also to provide without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil- 


| disposal areas necessary for the initial construction and subsequent 


maintenance, to hold and save the United States free from damages 
due to construction and maintenance of the project works, and to pro- 
vide and maintain a suitable public landing, open to all on equal terms, 
to serve the anchorage basin south of Bragdons Island. ‘They have 
indicated their willingness to comply. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $460,000, of which 
$386,000 is Federal and $74,000 is non-Federal. 

Total annual charges are $20,150, and annual benefits of $32,160, 
giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.6 to 1. 

The State of Maine favors the project. 

The Secretary of Interior favors the project, but questions the an- 
ticipated lobster catch because of the limited lobster resources in the 
area. His estimate of benefits would reduce the benefit-cost ratio 
from 1.6 to 1.3. 

Our division engineer in New England is now working with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to resolve this difference. 

The final report of the Chief of Engineers will be submitted to 
Congress after consideration of these differences and comments by 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

penator Case. Has the Bureau of the Budget made any comment as 
yet ¢ 

Colonel Smrru. It has not been submitted to them. 

Senator Case. It has not been submitted ? 

Colonel Smirn. No. 
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Senator Cass. I was going to observe that they might be waiting for 
the resolution of that question. 

Senator Muskie. What would be your idea of the local contribution, 
if it was revised ; would it be higher or lower? 

Colonel Smiru. It would increase slightly. The benefits now cred- 
ited to fish would be reduced; whereas, the benefits from recreation 
and land enhancement would remain the same, but of a larger pro- 

rtion. 

The local contribution was determined by taking the proportion of 
local benefits to the total benefits, sir. That proportion would change, 

Senator Musxigz. The total amount would change, too? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. I do not see how the working of that formula would 
increase the local contribution. I would presume that the cost-benefit 
ratio would be something that would apply to the cost, but would not 
change the ratio. 

Colonel Smirn. It would not change the cost, sir, but it would in- 
crease the local contribution as to the total cost. 

Senator Kerr. You mean that it would increase their percentage of 
the total cost ? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muskie. Would it not change the benefit-cost ratio as to the 
recreation and fishing? 

Colonel Smiru. It would. 

Senator Muskie. And this is what would change the local contri- 
bution ? 

Colonel Smirn. Yes. 

Right now the local benefits are $5,300. That would not chan 
but the total benefits are $32,000 and that would be reduced slightly, 
so that the proportion of local benefits would be greater. 

Senator Kerr. If it would change the total represented by the lo- 
cal benefits, if it were an increase, the local participation correspond- 
ingly would increase? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I would like the committee to know that the commit- 
tee is honored today by the presence of a new member, Senator Lusk. 
He is with us for the first time in our sessions. We want him to know 
that we are delighted that he is with us and hope to have him with 
us from now on. 

Senator Lusx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. We also welcome the Senator to this committe ; we are 
glad to have you here. 

Senator Lusk. Thank you. 

Colonel Smiru. I would like to point out one more thing about York 
Harbor, sir. 

The Department of Interior, since we received this letter, has indi- 
cated that although the lobster benefits are not as great as we antici- 
pate, they think that there are benefits from other fish that will prob- 


ably increase the benefit, that is, after their study, so that it is possible 
that the benefit-cost ratio may end up the same or even higher. We do 
not know at the moment. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. Proceed to your next one. 
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(The justification on Farmington River, Connecticut River Basin, 
Conn. and Mass., follows :) 


FARMINGTON RIVER, CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN, CONN. AND MASS. 
(H. Doc. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—In southwestern Massachusetts and north-central Connecticut. It 
enters the Connecticut River in the town of Windsor, Conn., about 57 miles above 
Long Island Sound. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions by the Senate and House Public Works 
Committeesadopted September 14, 1955, and June 13, 1956, respectively. 

Existing. project.—Provides for a channel improvement project on the Mad 
River in the city of Winsted, Conn., and a flood control dam and reservoir on the 
Mad River above Winsted. 

Flood problem.—The Farmington River Basin is susceptible to destructive 
floods caused by heavy rainfall, melting snow, or a combination of both. Six 
major floods have occurred since 1900. The maximum flood of record, August 
1955, caused 31 deaths and damages amounting to nearly $72 million. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of a reservoir 
on Sucker Brook, about 400 feet above its confluence with Highland Lake, in the 
town of Winchester, Conn., for flood control; a reservoir at the Colebrook River 
site on the West Branch about 3.3 miles above its confluence with the Still River, 
for flood control and water supply ; and provides further that should local inter- 
ests not wish to participate in the construction of the dual-purpose project, the 
plan may be modified to provide a single-purpose flood-control reservoir at the 
Colebrook River site. 


Estimated cost (price level of 1948) 


Colebrook 
Sucker Brook | (flood control Colebrook 
(flood control) and water (flood control) 
supply) 


EA Sethimokenacce Sis cat enw nels sa $772, 000 1 $11, 280, 000 $8, 880, 000 
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1 The sum of $4,292,000 to be reimbursed to the United States for water supply. 


Project economics 
ANNUAL CHARGES 


Federal Non-Federal 





Sucker Brook Dam and Reservoir (flood control): 
Interest. and amortization ; 
Maintenance and operation 


Adjustment for loss of productivity of land 
Loss of taxes on land 


gi. 8 
8/8588 §|/S8S8S 8/885 


Total 
Colebrook Dam and Reservoir (flood control and water sup- 


_ a and amortization 

Maintenance and operation 

Major replacements 

Adjustment for loss of eres of land 
Loss of taxes on land__-_....-.--- ne 


a 


Alternate Colebrook Dam and Reservoir (flood control only): 
Interest and amortization 
Maintenance and operation 
Major replacement 
Loss of productivity of lands. ....................-.<<<<--- 
Loss of taxes on lands 
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Project economies—Continued 


ANNUAL BENEFITS 





| Colebrook 
\Sucker Brook} Colebrook | (flood control 
|(flood control) | (flood control) and water 
| 


oe 





| supply) 
Flood damages prevented ._........-----.---.----------------- $49, 000 | $417,000 $417, 00 
Water supply pede scams asides mon -rintieeenie a8 240, 000 
WO: oars a5 tee hse eia cee eees saa] 49,000 | 417,000 657, 000 
| -sareqeere se | ese |e 
A Bee RES Gos <i sck.n Siacins cae tet ide rats daid es 24 te | 1,5 | 1.2 15 


Local cooperation.— 

(a) Sucker Brook: (1) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project; 
(2) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
works; (3) maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; (4) establish en- 
croachment lines along Highland Lake Stream beyond which, in the direction 
of the waterway, no obstruction or encroachment shall be placed unless author- 
ized by the Connecticut Water Resources Commission; and (5) modify High- 
land Lake Dam in a manner satisfactory to the Chief of Engineers to provide 
additional flood protection for Winsted, Conn. 

(b) Colebrook (for flood control and water supply): Provided that within 
6 months after local interests have been notified by the Chief of Engineers, 
they must give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they 
will enter into a contract with the United States for (1) reimbursement to the 
United States of that portion of the construction cost allocated to water supply, 
amounting to 30 percent of the construction cost of the project, presently esti- 
mated at $3,384,000, plus the interest during construction on this amount. 
This reimbursement shall be made within the life of the project but in no 
event shall the payment period exceed 50 years after the project is first used 
for future water supply purposes, except that no payment need be made on 
this amount or interest charged thereon, until storage is first used for future 
water supply purposes, but in no event shall the interest-free period exceed 10 
years; (2) payment to the United States of the portion of the construction cost 
allocated to water supply for immediate use, amounting to 8 percent of the 
construction cost of the project, presently estimated at $908,000, such pay- 
ment to be made either at the time of construction of the project or on an 
annual basis within a period of 50 years, provided that such annual payments 
shall begin when the project is first available for storage of water for any 
purpose and shall provide for repayment of the principal, plus interest thereon 
during construction, and interest on any unpaid portion of the total amount; 
(3) payment to the United States of the portion of the costs for maintenance 
and operation of the project allocated to water supply for immediate use after 
the project is first used for any purpose, amounting to 8 percent of the total 
annual project amount for maintenance and operation, presently estimated at 
$2,160 annually; and in addition that portions of the cost for maintenance and 
operation of the project allocated to future water supply, after such water 
supply is first used, amounting to 30 percent of the total annual project costs 
for maintenance and operation, presently etsimated at $8,100 annually. They 
are willing to provide the requirements of local cooperation. 


Colonel Smrru. The next report concerns a modification of a 
flood-control project in the Farmington River Basin, a tributary of 
the Connecticut River, in Massachusetts and Connecticut. The re- 
port is being prepared in response to resolutions by the Senate and 
House Public Works Committees, adopted September 14, 1955, and 
June 13, 1956, respectively. 

The report of the division engineer was approved by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on March 30, 1960, and was sub- 
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mitted to the Governors of Massachusetts and Connecticut and in- 
terested Federal agencies for comment on April 18, 1960. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers will be submitted to Con- 

ss after considering these comments and after comments by the 
Sunes of the Budget. My remarks are based on the proposed re- 
port of the Chief of Engineers. 

The Farmington River is located in southwestern Massachusetts 
and north central Connecticut. It enters the Connecticut River in 
the town of Winsted. 

Senator Kerr. Where is that ? 

Colonel Smrru. Down in the lower right-hand corner. That is 
about 57 miles above Long Island Sound. 

Senator Kerr. Where is the reservoir ? 

Colonel Smiru. Pardon? 

Senator Kurr. Where is the proposed reservoir on that map ? 

Colonel Surru. The pro and reservoir is the little green line above 
Colebrook River Dam and Sucker Brook Dam. 

The existing Federal projects provides for a channel improvement 
in the city of Winsted, which was completed in 1951, and a flood con- 
trol dam and reservoir on Mad River above Winsted, for which funds 
have been appropriated to initiate construction. 

Six major floods have occurred in this basin since 1900. The maxi- 
mum flood of record in August 1955 caused 31 deaths and damages 
that amounted to $72 million. 

Senator Kerr. That is inthe Farmington area ? 

Colonel Smirr. Yes, sir. About 620 dwellings, 250 commercial es- 
tablishments, and 35 industrial firms suffered losses in excess of $35 
million, and damage to highways, railroads, utilities, and public build- 
ings totaled more than $25 million. 

Local interests desire flood-control improvements in the basin. The 
Connecticut Development Commission desires consideration of future 
water supply and the joint use of reservoirs for water supply and flood 
control. 

After careful consideration of the flood problem and their desire for 
water supply, the Chief of Engineers recommends construction of a 
reservoir on Sucker Brook, about 400 feet above the existing Highland 
Lake Stream in the town of Winchester, Conn., for flood control. 

He also recommends a reservoir at the Colebrook River site on the 
West Branch, about 3.3 miles above its confluence with the Still River. 

Senator Kerr. Is that on the upper branch of the Farmington ? 

Colonel Smrrn. Yes, sir; for water supply and flood control. 

He further recommends that should the local interests not wish to 
participate in the construction of a dual-purpose project, the plan 
may be modified to provide a single-purpose flood control reservoir 
at the Colebrook River site, which would be designed to permit future 
enlargement for water supply. 

Local interests are required to furnish the following items of local 
cooperation: At Sucker Brook, to provide without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the con- 
struction of the project, to hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction works, and to maintain and operate 
all the works after completion in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Army; to establish encroachment lines 
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along Highland Lake Stream beyond which, in the direction of the 
waterway, no obstruction or encroachment shall be placed unless au- 
thorized by the Connecticut Water Resources Commission, and to 
modify Highland Lake Dam in a manner satisfactory to the Chief of 
Engineers to provide additional flood protection for Winsted, Conn. 

For Colebrook, for flood control and water supply, the local interests 
would be required, within 6 months after they laa been notified by 
the Chief of Engineers, that they must give assurances satisfacto 
to the Secretary of the Army that they will enter into a contract wit 
the United States for reimbusement to the United States of that 
portion of the construction cost allocated to water supply, amounting 
to 30 percent of the construction cost of the project, presently esti- 
mated at $3,384,000, plus the interest during construction on this 
amount. 

This reimbursement shall be made within the life of the project, 
but in no event shall the payment period exceed 50 years after the 
project is first used for future water supply purposes, except that no 
payment need be made on this amount of interest charged thereon 
until storage is first used for future water supply purposes, but in no 
event shall the interest-free period exceed 10 years. 

Senator Casr. This is interesting to me, one of the few cases that 
has developed under title III of Public Law 500, 85th Congress, that 
we should note, which are not found in the act itself—for instance, 
the payment of 8 percent for construction cost. Is that figure the 
figure which the Corps of Engineers is going to adopt on this project, 
or is that a figure based upon the cost of the water supply Soatened 
incorporated in this particular design ? 

Colonel Smiru. The water supply features incorporated in this 
dam amount to 38 percent of the construction cost, but the water supply 
act limits us to 30 percent on future water supply. 

Senator Kerr. it limits you to 30 percent ? 

Colonel Smiru. For future water supply. 

Senator Kerr. Is not that limitation only with reference to the 
future ¢ 

Colonel Smrrn. Only for future water supply. 

Senator Kerr. And if any part of it is for existing demand or 
present water supply that would be in addition to the 30 percent; 
would it not ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes. That is what the 8 percent is. That is for 
immediate water supply. 

Senator Kerr. That is in addition to the 30 percent for the future 
water supply ? 

Colonel Smit. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. There are two items of 8 percent. What is the other 
8 percent ? 

Colonel Smirn. They, also, have to pay 8 percent of the cost of the 
maintenance and operation. 

Senator Kerr. When does your recommendation contemplate that 
they will do that ? 

Colonel Smiru. The 8 percent ? 

Senator Kerr. Either of the two 8 percents. 

Colonel Smrru. The construction cost, amounting to 8 percent, 
which we estimate now at $908,000, would be made either at the time 
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of the construction of the project or on an annual basis for a period 
of 50 years, provided that such annual payments shall begin when 
the project is first available for the storage of water for any purpose, 
and shall provide for the repayment of the principal plus interest 
thereon during the construction, and the interest on any unpaid 
portion of the total amount. 

Senator Kerr. Is that specified in title ITT? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. In just that form? 

Colonel Smrru. I believe it is; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I do not believe it is. Will you read that? 

Colonel Smiru. The 8 percent is not, but the method of payment is. 
Would you like me to reread that? 

Senator Kerr. I would like to have you read that part of title 
III to me. 

Colonel Smrru. Payment to the United States of the portion of the 
construction cost allocated to water supply for immediate use, amount- 
ing to 8 percent of the construction cost of the project. 

Senator Kerr. You are not reading from the act. 

Colonel Smiru. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I would like for you to read to me. 

Colonel Smirn. The act states: “Provided further, not to exceed 
30 percent of the total estimated.” 

enator Kerr. That is for the future ? 

Colonel Smiru. For the future. 

Senator Kerr. You are not talking about right now. 

Colonel Smiru. This 8 percent is immediate. 

Senator Krrr. It says where it states, “And provided further” 

Senator Casr. Do we not have a situation where the local com- 
munity is being asked to take care of the amount of the water supply 
that exceeds the 30 percent by taking care of that immediately ? 

Senator Kerr. No. I think that it might add up to the same thing, 
but if I understand it, he is talking about the reimbursement of 
participation by the local interests of that part of the cost of the 
reservoir which would be used to supply existing or present demand 
for water. 

Colonel Smrru. They are just calling it that, sir. Actually, this 
8 percent—— 

Senator Kerr. That is what you have called it. 

Colonel Smrru. That is what I have called it. The reason for it is 
that—— 

Senator Casr. So that they can qualify ? 

Colonel Smrru. So that they can qualify under this 30 percent. 
We cannot postpone payment of more than 30 percent. 

Senator Kerr. The 8 percent then which is above the 30 percent 
would come under the provisions of the act which is contained here 
in the language in the “Provided further” ? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Will you read that ? 

Colonel Smrru (reading) : 

That the entire amount of the construction costs, including interest during con- 
struction, allocated to water supply shall be repaid within the life of the 


project but in no event to exceed 50 years after the project is first used for 
the storage of water for water supply purposes. 


Senator Kerr. Go ahead. 
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Colonel Smiru (reading) : 


Except that (1) no payment need be made with respect to storage for 
future water supply until such supply is first used; and (2) no interest shall 
be charged on such cost until such supply is first used, but in no case shall the 
interest free period exceed 10 years. 

Senator Kerr. All right, that is the ee of the bill with 
reference to reimbursement or participation by the local areas, or is 
that part of the reservoir used for the free water supply. If I under. 
stand it, it does not conform to the recommendations that you have 
made here with reference to this 8 percent. 

Colonel Smrru. We have told them that this 8 percent has to be 
paid at the time of construction or on an annual basis within a period 
of 50 years. 

* Senator Kerr. You have authority to do it on an annual basis over 
a period of 50 years? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, you say here, though: 

Payment to the United States of the portion of the construction cost allocated 
to water supply for immediate use, amounting to 8 percent of the construction 
cost of the project, presently estimated at $908,000, such payment to be made 
either at the time of construction of the project or on an annual basis within 
a period of 50 years, provided that such annual payments shall begin when 
the project is first available for storage of water for any purpose and shall 
provide for the repayment of the principal, plus interest thereon during 
construction, and interest on any unpaid portion of the total amount. 

Does the act require that provided such annual payments shall 
begin when the project is first available for storage of water for 
any purpose? 

General Cassipy. The problem is that these people are agreeing to 
a contract prior to the start of construction for the use of water 
immediately as the reservoir is completed. This is the only way that 
they can get the additional 8 percent. If it is only for future water 
supply, the maximum they can get is 30 percent. So they must agree 
to use the water, 8 percent of the water, immediately upon completion 
and storage of that water. 

Senator Kerr. That is fine. I am just trying to put into this ree- 
ord what I think the act. is. I think that if local interests agree 
to that, and the Engineers recommend it, that is fine. 

Senator Casr. I am not sure that they can do that under the act. 
I have always understood that portion of the act meant that as soon 
as they started to use the water they would have to start payments 
on the portion of the charges due. If this construction is permitted, 
I daresay that we will never have any community contract to pay any 
part of that 30 percent until they are required to do so in order to 
get. their amortization within the 50-year period. This, it appears 
to me, is in anticipation of the feature which would make it possible 
for a community to get a water supply designed, even though it 
amounted to 50 percent of the total cost af the project, provided 
they would agree to sign a contract for 20 percent of it immediately 
upon the completion of the dam and defer 30 percent until 10 or 
15 or 20 years from now, so that. the 30 percent would be completed 
within the 50 years. 

Senator Kerr. The Senator was one of the authors of it. I might 
say to my distinguished colleague that he was one of the authors of 
this amendment. He has pretty well stated what is in it. 
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Senator Case. I did not know that we were making it possible for 
that. 

Senator Kerr. It is in the act. 

Senator Case. I just read it a few minutes ago. I was not aware 
that we were making it possible for a community not to pay a nickel 
of the cost of the water supply feature during, maybe, the next 10 
or 15 years, and then to pick up the bulk of it during the last part of 
the time. I had thought that as soon as ne started to use the water 
that they would have to start paying for the water supply feature. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to my colleague that I think one of 
the great benefits he gave was the cooperation he gave in securing 
the passage of title ITI. As I recall, he was one of the principal con- 
tacts in securing the approval of it. Will you let me finish? _ 

Senator Case. I do not want you to give me too much credit. I 
think that the chairman is entitled to credit for having been persua- 
sive with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. I did everything that I was big enough todo. I 
am frank to say that I could not have gotten it done without your 
cooperation. 

Senator Case. The chairman is mighty generous. I think that this 
has opened up a new vista on the possibility of water supply here 
which I was not aware was in the act. 

Senator Kerr. As I remember—and I want somebody, some ex- 
pert here, to correct me if I am wrong—we put two elements in here 
and they had every formula applicable to the two. With reference 
to the 30 percent the local people or the State in which it was al- 
located should give reasonable assurances that they would contract 
for the use of storage for anticipated future demands, within a 
period of time, which will permit paying out the cost of the allocated 
water supply within the life of the project. That is the 30 percent. 
But that the entire amount allocated to the water supply shall be 
paid within the life of the project, but in no event to exceed 50 years 
after the project is available for water supply purposes, except that 
no payment shall be made for the storage of future water supply 
until it is first used, and no interest shall be charged until it is first 
used, but in no case shall the interest-free period exceed 10 years. 

Now then with reference to the amount of the project, over and 


above the 30 percent allocated to the water supply, I think that the 
p Ls ys 
1 


Corps of Engineers has the discretion as to what kind of contract 
ig required, whether the payments will be started immediately or at 
a future date, so that it wil all be done in 50 years. 

The difference between the two elements being that with the pres- 
ent 30 percent they can accept a reasonable assurance that the con- 
tract will be made. But they are not required to have that contract 
provide for a payment to be made immediately with the beginning 
ofthe construction. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. I think that I know of the mayor of a certain city 
who will be glad to know of this interpretation, because he would 
like to‘start using water in a certain project which has been built by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, which comes under this, because it has 
only recently been completed. He would like to be able to start 
wing that water without paying for it during his administration— 
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without taking on the burden of paying the 30 percent. He would 
like to start out using the water now and pay later. 

Senator Kerr. On the basis of that percentage which he is using, 
that is what we had in mind, I must say that is what was in our 
mind, I thought, and I know that it was in my mind when we wrote 
that act. 

Senator Case. I know that we tried to take care of that when 
working on the bill, but I did not know that we had covered it 
quite that well. 

Mr. WeinxAvurr. There was no intent in the bill, nor is there any 
intent to defer payment beyond the time when they start using water 
supply storage. There are two basic points in the bill. hes ou 
mentioned—one is the 30 percent, for future water supply. For 
that, we must have reasonable assurances. 

The other was the interest-free period of up to 10 years.. Once 
they started using the water, there was no letting them off free. 

Senator Kerr. With reference to the part that they used ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. If I understand this statement here, provided that 
such annual payments shall begin when the project is first available 
for the storage of water for any purpose, I think that is what they 
agreed to, it is fine. I just want to make it clear that in my judgment 
the provisions of the act did not require that that be in the agreement. 

r. Wernxavrr. The intent of the act is to require that for any- 
thing over the 30 percent. With respect to the 30 percent, what you 
state is correct, but over the 30 percent there is nothing in the act 
that permits deferral beyond the time that the water is first avail- 
able for use. 

Senator Kerr. I think that is right. I think that when they first 
begin to use that, or maybe when that water is first available for 
use, that you would be justified in taking that position, but if I under- 
stand this language, you say that you take the position that they are 
required to begin paying when the storage space is first available 
in this reservoir for any purpose. 

General Casstpy. Perhaps, the phraseology there is poor, sir, be- 
cause if the storage becomes available for any purpose it is available 
for water supply. In other words, the structure has been completed— 
the water is there for use—and under their contract they should begin 
using it and should begin paying. 

Senator Kerr. It is about the same thing. If the water is avail- 
able for use, yes. But I just think that the language ought to be 
there, rather than to have it stated that they are required to begin 

aying. 

. ential Casstpy. When available for any purpose. 

Senator Kerr. When it is available for any purpose. 

General Cassipy. I will see that the language is corrected so that 
when the water is available for use they will begin paying. 

Senator Krrr. I think that is something that we might get into 
later. 

Senator Case. I think that could be clarified if it was in the statute. 

Senator Kerr. We just read the statute. I think it is. If it is not, 
I would like to have somebody show me the language which makes it 
so that they cannot. 
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General Casstpy. We have considered the statute to mean that we 
can contract with the agency for the water which they desire to use 
immediately upon construction of the project. 

Senator Kerr. Immediately that the water is available to use? 

General Casstpy. Yes, and that within that contract we will have 
reasonable assurances on the use of any additional storage for future 
water supply. 

Senator Kerr. Maybe not within that contract—it might be out- 
side of that contract. 

General Cassipy. As we see it, when they write a contract, if they 
want something beyond storage for immediate use, we are asking that 
they put a clause in the contract stating that when they can use the 
additional water supply storage they will contract additionally for 
that storage under the repayment provisions of the statute. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

General Cassipy. And have that assurance in the contract. 

Senator Kerr. That was my understanding of it. I think that is it. 

General Casstpy. We are finding that many of the cities in the 
Southwest, that look far ahead, and are financially able to only 
contract for a certain portion, are relying on the future to see whether 
they will need additional water, and would like, in effect, to provide 
the assurances that they will meet that need. 

Senator Kerr. If they will begin their payments within the time 
specified and their capability in the use of the water. 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I think that we will recess until 2:30 o’clock this 
afternoon, if there is no objection. 

Senator Casr. I have no objection. I do have a continuation of the 
Armed Services Committee this afternoon, and I may be unable to be 
here. I was not able to be here when you opened this morning. 

Senator Kerr. You will be greatly missed. 

We will now recess and be back here at 2:30 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
at 2:30 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Kerr. ee ). Let us see, who was testifying? 


Colonel Smiru. Colonel Smith, sir. 

Senator Kerr. We were down to Farmington, Conn., and 
Massachusetts. 

Colonel Smirn. I had several more statements on the Farmington 
River, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, as I recall, we had been detoured on to the 
matter of the meaning of title IIT. 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And I must say that I appreciate the discussion and 
so far as I am concerned, I have it sufficiently well in mind for you 
to proceed now in what you have to say. 

Colonel Smirn. Further discussion on local cooperation. The 
Colebrook Dam if built for flood control only would produce general 
benefits and no local cooperation would be required. However, if the 
dam is built for flood control only and at a later date enlarged for 
water supply purposes, the local interests would reimburse all costs 
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allocated to water supply in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 
1958 or other legislation then in effect. 

The total estimated cost of construction of Sucker Brook Reservoir 
and the Colebrook for flood control and water supply is $12,102,000, 
of which $12,052,000 is Federal and $50,000 is non-Federal. 

The sum of $4,999, 000 for water supply is to be reimbursed to the 
United States. 

Senator Kerr. Is that part of the $11,280,000 overall cost of Cole- 
brook here or in addition ? 

Colonel Smrru. Part of it, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Part of it? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smrrn. The annual charges are $479, 000, and the annual 
benefits $706,000, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1. 

The report is now with the States and Federal agencies for 
comment. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Has either the Department of Commerce, Public 
Health Service, Federal Power Commission, or Bureau of the Budget 
made a report on the project ? 

Colonel Smiru. No, sir; it was sent to them yesterday for comment. 

Senator Krrr. I see. All right. Colonel. 

Colonel Giesen. I am Lt. Col. Robert J. Giesen, Assistant Chief 
of Civil Works. 

Senator Kmrr. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Giesen. Mr. Chairman, this report concerns modification 
of the existing navigation project for Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


MILWAUKEE HaArgor, WISs. 


(H. Doc. 285, 86/2 Cong.) 

Location.—On the west shore of Lake Michigan 85 miles north of Chicago, III. 

Report authorized by.—lesolution by the House Public Works Committee 
adopted June 27, 1950. 

Kavisting project.—Provides in general for an outer harbor area of about 
1,200 acres, 18 to 34 feet deep protected by two breakwaters; two piers at 
the Milwaukee River mouth, 358 to 552 feet apart; an entrance channel 21 feet 
deep, 2,850 feet long, and 600 feet wide outside the piers; channels 21 feet deep 
in the Milwaukee, Menomonee, and Kinnickinnie Rivers. 

Navigation problem.— Existing depths are insufficient to permit the major- 
ity of bulk-cargo carriers now entering the inner harbor to load to their max- 
imum allowable draft. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a channel in South Menom- 
onee Canal 21 feet deep, 75 to 130 feet wide, and 4,350 feet long: and a channel 
in Burnham Canal 21 feet deep, 75 feet wide, and about 1,820 feet long, termi- 
nating 100 feet east of South 11th Street. 


Estimated cost (price level of December 1958) 
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Project economics 
ANNUAL CHARGES 


| 
Federal | Non-Federal Total 


South Menomonee Canal: 
Interest and amortization... ....._- ; $1, $3, 000 
Maintenance ‘ 0 
3, 000 
Burnham Canal: there ee 
Interest and amortization 1,000 
Maintenance... ........-- 0 


1, 000 
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Savings in transportation: | 
Coal receipts Dalbhiede ie $2, 100 $400 
SIN: canitwasicchannnakdibegned enediielcnwpehtepeuneinadbbiexian ‘ate 5, 300 0 
Limestone receipts shihgadassodas 5, 200 0 
ONS TOON s55 octane nob hecewnnkasenhoneedewease 0 | 11, 800 
Scrap iron and steel shipment 6, 400 0 
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Local cooperation.—Hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction and maintenance of the improvement; and provide and 
maintain, in berthing areas adjacent to the docks handling bulk commodities, 
depths commensurate with those provided in the project areas. Local interests 
have indicated a willingness and ability to comply with the items of local 
cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Wisconsin: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget——No objection. 


Colonel Gresen. The report was prepared in response to resolution 
by the House committee adopted June 27, 1950, and the report was 
submitted to the Congress on December 8, 1959, and it is printed as 
House Document 285 of the 86th Congress, 2d session. This harbor 
is located on the west shore of Lake Michigan, 85 miles north of 
Chicago. The existing project, now 92 percent complete, is shown in 
black and red on the map. It provides for an outer harbor protected. 
by breakwaters, two piers at the Milwaukee River mouth 

Senator Kerr. Where are the breakwaters shown on the map? 

Colonel Gmesen. They are the large black lines, the outer breakwater. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Colonel Grrsen. The inner ones are right near the entrance channel 
and very small. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Colonel Gresen. A 21-foot entrance channel from Lake Michigan 
to the mouth of the Milwaukee River, and 21-foot channels in the 
Milwaukee River, the Menomonee River, and the Kinnickinnic River. 
The city of Milwaukee has spent $14 million for the port development 
and maintenance including dredging of the rivers and canals forming 
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the inner harbor. They constructed the canals and have maintained 
a depth of 20 feet in the canals which are being considered for Federal 
improvement. 

There are more than 80 public and privately owned waterfront 
terminals located within this harbor. Milwaukee is a highly indust- 
rialized area with more than 1,500 manufacturing establishments. 
Commerce for the period 1948 to 1957 averaged 8,200,000 tons. Car 
ferries accounted for about 31 percent of this—— 

Senator Kerr. What is that? 

Colonel Gresen. Car ferries. 

Senator Kerr. Car? 

Colonel Gresen. Ferries; those are the lake boats that haul the rail 
freight cars across the lake. 

- Senator Kerr. Where do they come up from—— 

Colonel Gresen. Coming in from the west—— 

Senator Kerr. From the Dakotas or that area? 

Colonel Gresen. That is right. They are transported across the 
lake to Muskegon, Ludington, and various other car-ferrying 
terminals. 

Senator Kerr. Across the lake to Michigan? 

Yolonel Girsen. Across the lake to Michigan, yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And you say 30 percent of this 8 million tons—— 

Xolonel Gresen. Yes, is made up—— 

Senator Kerr. Consists of what? 

Colonel Gresen. Of that type of traffic, yes. 

Senator Kerr. Either terminating on the harbor at the east side 
of the lake or being landed there for further rail delivery beyond ? 

Colonel Giesen. That is right, sir. Of course, these car ferries also 
carry cars, automobiles, and passengers as well, and freight traffic. 

The balance of it was carried in deep-draft vessels consisting 
principally of coal, petroleum, cement, grain, sand, and gravel. 

Now, local interests desire the extension of the existing project to 
provide a depth of 21 feet in the South Menomonee and Burnham 


Canal, and also in the Kinnickinnic River as far west as West Becher 
Street. 


Senator Kerr. As what? 

Colonel Giesen. That is the blue portion down there which he is 
pointing to, sir. They point out that vessels cannot operate fully 
loaded under existing conditions in these areas. After careful con- 
sideration of the desires of the local interests, the Chief of Engineers 
recommends modification of the existing project to provide for a 
channel in the South Menomonee Canal 21 feet deep, varying from 
75 to 130 feet wide and 4,350 feet long. That is the area in green on 
the map. Also, a channel in the Burnham Canal, 21 feet deep, 
generally 75 feet wide and 1,300 feet long, terminating 100 feet east 
of the South 11th Street Bridge. 

Senator Krrr. What is that additional gray area going on there! 
Ts that an existing facility ? 

Colonel Grresen. That is an existing canal but the bridge is restric- 
tive to deep-draft traffic and it was not considered feasible for im- 
provement above that point. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the shallow-draft traffic can go 
on under the bridge now and could continue to do so? 
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Colonel Girsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Gizsen. The improvement of the Kinnickinnic River was 
not found justified at this time. 

Local interests are required to hold and save the United States free 
from damages, provide and maintain in the berthing areas depth 
commensurate with those in the project areas and they have indicated 
willingness and ability to comply with these items of local cooperation. 

The estimated first cost of the recommended plan for the South 
Menomonee Canal is $92,000. 

Senator Kerr. What ? 

Colonel Gresen. $92,000, including the Federal cost of $27,000 and 
the non-Federal cost of $65,000. The total annual charges are $6,200, 
with benefits of $19,000, for a benefit-cost ratio of 3.2. 

For the Burnham Canal, the first cost is estimated to be $32,000, 
of which $11,000 is Federal and $21,000 non-Federal. Annual charges 
here are $3,000, benefits $12,000, benefit-cost ratio of 4. 

All of these prices are on a 1958 base. State and Federal agencies 
favor the project, the Bureau of the Budget offers no objection to the 
submission of the report to Congress. 

Sir, that concludes my statement on this project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Colonel Giesen. You have 
other projects? 

Colonel Gresen. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, you will recall that on August 21, 1959, I presented a general 
statement on 15 interim reports on other Great Lakes harbors which 
were contained in H.R. 7634. These were prepared in response to an 
appropriate resolution of the House Public Works Committee and this 
committee. Two more of these interim reports have now reached the 
Congress and I propose to cover them now in some detail. 

The first concerns a modification of a reach of the Detroit River in 
Michigan known as Trenton Channel. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


GrReaT LAKES HARBOR-INTERIM REPORT ON DETROIT RIVER, 
TRENTON CHANNEL, MICH. 


(H. Doc. 319, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Trenton Channel is located on the westerly side of the Detroit 
River in the metropolitan area of Detroit, Mich. 

Report authorized by.—In partial response to resolutions adopted by the 
Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate on May 18, 1956, and by the Public 
Works Committee of the House of Representatives on July 29, 1955, and June 
27, 1956. 

Existing project—The Trenton Channel portion of the Detroit River project 
comprises a channel 21 feet deep and 300 feet wide in the Wyandotte reach and 
21 feet deep and 250 feet wide in the Trenton reach, to a point 2,300 feet below 
the lower Grosse [le bridge ending in a turning basin of the same depth and 29 
acres in area. The existing project also provides for removal of Grosse [le 
Shoal to a depth of 20 feet for a length of 600 feet. 

Navigation problem.—Present depths are inadequate to permit the efficient use 
of modern lake vessels which are rapidly replacing the older smaller vessels. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a channel 27 feet deep and 
800 feet wide in Wyandotte reach, extending about 5.5 miles from the Detroit 
River through channel to the upper Grosse Ile bridge; and a channel 28 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide in Trenton reach, extending about 6,000 feet from the 
upper Grosse Ile bridge to and including a turning basin 28 feet deep and 15 
acres in area outside the project channel limits. 
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Estimated cost (price level November 1958) 
WES 2 obs se oo a ee ee ae oie gh a ale $8, 570, 000 











IO le oe eet a neers _... 1, 780, 000 
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Project economies 
| Federal Non-Federal | Total 
Annual charges: | 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—4A. 

Local cooperation.—Hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction and maintenance of the improvements; when and where 
needed, provide and maintain without cost to the United States depths, in 
berthing areas and channels serving the terminals, depths commensurate with 
depths provided in related project areas; and alter submarine pipelines, cable 
crossings, and utilities as required by the improvements. It is considered that 


the items of local cooperation will be forthcoming if the improvement. is 
authorized. 


Comments of Federal and State agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Michigan: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Gresen. The existing project is located on the westerly 
side of the Detroit River and provides a channel 21 feet deep and 
from 250 to 300 feet wide to a point about 2,300 feet below the lower 
Grosse Ile Bridge, which bridge does not show on the map but is 

farther on down and terminates in a turning basin of the same depth 
some 29 acres in area, 

Commerce in the Trenton Channel has averaged more than 4 mil- 
lion tons annually over the past 10 years, consisting principally of 
iron ore, coal, and limestone. 

Local interests desire a channel 27 feet deep and 300 feet wide in 
the Trenton Channel starting from the Detroit River through channel 
to a point about 1 mile below the upper Grosse Ile Bridge. That is 
the area shown in green on the map, terminating in a turning basin 
of size sufficient to handle loaded vessels 700 feet long. 

They point out that the present—— 

Senator Kerr. May I ask you, is that the size that you contemplate 
that you will need to handle traffic coming in over the Great Lakes? 

Colonel Girsen. Y es, sir. Bulk cargo vessels being built on the 
Great Lakes now are in excess of 700 feet long. 

Senator Kerr. Would you say this would take care of them only 
up to 700 feet ? 

Colonel Girsen. This is what the local interests have asked for, sir, 
to handle vessels in that class, general class of 700 feet. 
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They point out that the depths are presently inadequate, and that 
the new Soma vessels are rapidly replacing the older and smaller ones 
using the Trenton Channel. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide a 27-foot channel, 300 feet wide, extending about 
5l4 miles southward from the Detroit River through the channel to 
the upper Grosse Ile bridge, and then 28 feet deep and 300 feet 
wide extending about 6,000 feet further south terminating in a turning 
basin 28 feet deep and 15 acres in area. This is all of the green 
area shown on the map. 

Local interests are required to hold and save the United States 
free from damages and without cost to the United States, provide 
and maintain in the berthing areas and access channels serving the 
terminals, depths which are commensurate with those provided in 
the project area. Also, alter all submarine pipeline, cable crossings, 
and utilities, as required by the improvement, and the local interests 
have indicated their willingness to comply. 

The total estimated first cost of the recommended plan is 
$10,350,000, of which $8,570,000 is Federal, $1,780,000 is non-Federal. 

The total annual charges are $401,000; annual benefits are estimated 
at $1,772,000; giving a benefit to cost ratio of 4.4 to 1 based on 1959 
prices. 

The State of Michigan and the Federal agencies favor the project ; 
the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Congress. 

The next of these interim reports concerns a modification of the 


Great Lakes harbor at Fairport, Ohio. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


GREAT LAKES HARBORS—INTERIM Report ON Farrport Harror, O10 
(H. Doc. 347, 86th. Cong.) 


Location.—At mouth of Grand River on south shore of Lake Erie approxi- 
mately 33 miles east of Cleveland, Ohio. 

Report authorized by.—Senate and House of Representatives committee resolu- 
tions adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively. 

Existing project.—Provides in general for a lake approach channel 25 and 26 
feet deep; an outer harbor to the same depths protected by breakwaters; a 
channel 24 feet deep and 200 to 150 feet wide for a distance of 3,700 feet up 
the Grand River, thence a channel 21 feet deep and 200 to 100 feet wide for 
4,000 feet; a turning basin 18 feet deep, 400 feet wide and 760 feet long; and 
a channel 8 feet deep adjacent to the upper end of the 21-foot channel. 

Navigation problem.—¥xisting project depths are not adequate to accommo. 
date bulk cargo vessels loaded to drafts commensurate with depths being pro- 
vided in the Great Lakes connecting channels and the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
Channel widths and turning areas are insufficient for maneuvering large vessels. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a depth of 29 feet in the 
approach channel from the lake; a depth of 28 feet over a width of 800 feet in 
the outer harbor; a depth of 27 feet in soft and 28 feet in hard material in 
Grand River, over a width of 200 feet to the upstream limit of the turning basin, 
with suitable widening at the bends, thence over widths reducing from 200 to 
100 feet to the upstream limit of the existing Federal project, except in the 
8-foot channel; enlargement of the turning basin, including deepening of the 
entire basin to 21 feet; and minor modification of the existing project limits in 
the outer harbor. 
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Estimated costs (price level March 1959) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization $102, 100 $140, 400 $242, 500 
Maintenance... 35, 000 


', 


137, 100 


Annual benefits: Transportation savings: 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance, when and 
as required; hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction and maintenance of the improvements: when and where necessary, 
make all changes in docks, bulkheads, and other structures; when and where 
necessary, provide and maintain depths between the new channel limits and 
terminal facilities commensurate with related project depths; and accomplish 
alterations as required in sewer, water supply, power and communication lines, 
and other utility facilities. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Ohio: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Gresen. Fairport is located on the south shore of Lake 
Erie about 33 miles east of Cleveland. The existing project at Fair- 
port provides for a lake approach channel 25 and 26 feet deep; an 
outer harbor of the same depth protected by breakwaters; also a 
channel 24 feet deep, 150 feet wide, for a distance of 3,700 feet up the 
Grand River; thence a channel 21 feet deep of 100 to 200 feet in width 
for 4,000 feet, a turning basin 18 feet deep, 400 feet wide, and 700 
feet long, and an 8-foot deep channel. 

The average annual commerce for a 10-year period at Fairport was 
2,600,000 tons, and consists principally of limestone and coal. Local 
interests desire a channel 27 feet deep. 

Senator Kerr. Colonel Giesen, is that principally coming in or 
going out? 

_Colonel Gresen. It is receiving on limestone and shipping on coal, 
sir. 

Local interests desire 27 feet, with a minimum width of 200 feet 
from the lake to the turning basin and a deepening and enlarging of 
the turn basin. They point out the existing project depths are not 
adequate to accomodate the bulk cargo vessels commensurate with 
the depth being provided in the Great. Lakes connecting channels 
and in the St. Lawrence Seaway. They are also insufficient for 
maneuvering the large vessels. The Chief of Engineers recommends 
modification of the existing project for Fairport to provide a depth 
of 29 feet in the approach channel from the Talos, a depth of 28 feet 
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over a width of 800 feet in the outer harbor area—that is that 
blocked-in green portion—a 27-foot depth in soft material and 28 in 
hard material in the Grand River over a width of 200 feet to a point 
beyond the upstream limit of the turning basin, with suitable widening 
at bends and continuing at 200 feet wide and reducing to 100 feet 
at the upstream limit of the Federal project. 

Enlarging of the turning basin is also recommended, including 
deepening of the entire basin to 21 feet and minor modifications of 
the existing project limits in the outer harbor. Those small triangles 
on each side would be removed from the Federal project. They are 
not usable in their present shape for large vessels. 

Local interests here again are required to furnish without cost to 
the United States easements and rights-of-way, to hold and save the 
United States free from damages, make all changes in docks, bulk- 
heads, and other structures, provide and maintain the depths be- 
tween the new channel limits and the terminal facilities commensurate 
with project depths, accomplish alterations as required in sewer, 
water supply, power, communication, and other utility facilities. 
They have indicated their willingness to comply. 

The total estimated first cost of the construction is $6,080,000, of 
which $2,768,000 is Federal and $3,312,000 is non-Federal. The total 
annual charges are $282,900; benefits are estimated at $747,900, giv- 
ing a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.6 to 1 based on 1959 price levels. 

The State of Ohio and the Federal agencies favor the project. 
The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
ay to the Congress. 

r. Chairman, that concludes my statement on the two interim 
harbor reports. 

I have one more harbor report on the Great Lakes. This report 
proposes modification of the harbor at Manistee, Mich., which is 
located at the mouth of the Manistee River on the east shore of Lake 
Michigan about midway up the lake. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


MANISTEE HARBOR, MICH. 
(H. Doc. 358, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Manistee Harbor is located at the mouth of the Manistee River 
on the east shore of Lake Michigan, about 80 miles north from Muskegon 
Harbor, Mich., and 117 miles northeasterly across the lake from Milwaukee 
Harbor, Wis. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the House Public Works Committee 
adopted July 29, 1955. 

Existing project—Provides for an entrance channel 570 feet wide and 23 
feet deep from that depth in Lake Michigan for a distance of 1,600 feet to 
the outer end of the south pier; thence 21 feet deep between the piers and in 
the river, 220 to 250 feet wide for a distance of 2,000 feet; thence with a 
minimum width of 100 feet from the inner end of the north revetment to 
Manistee Lake, a distance of about 6,400 feet. The project also provides for 
asouth breakwater having a main arm 1, 300 feet long with a shore connection 
1185 feet long; a north pier and revetment 2,797 feet long; and a south pier 
and revetment 770 feet long. 

Navigation problem.—Vessels using the inner harbor are limited in length 
by the restricted channel width at the Maple Street Bridge and by the bend in 
the channel upstream therefrom. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Dredging to a depth of 25 feet over 
the full width in the entrance channel in Lake Michigan and 23 feet in the 
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river channel over its authorized width to Manistee Lake, suitably widened at 
bends; and Federal participation in the cost of replacing the Maple Street 
Bridge over Manistee River providing clearance for a channel 100 feet wide, 
with apportionment of the cost between the bridge owner and the United States 
in accordance with the principles of section 6, Public Law 647, 76th Congress, 
as amended. 
Dstimated cost 

Federal $1, 735, 000 
Non-Federal 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: Interest and amortization....._..........---. $61, 700 700 $62, 400 


Annual benefits: 
Transportation savings: 





Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, rights-or-way, and spoil dis- 
posal areas necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; accomplish alterations to submarine 
pipelines, cable crossings, and utilities as required by the improvement; and 
provide and maintain without cost to the United States, depths in berthing 
areas and access channels serving the terminals commensurate with depths 
provided in related areas. Local interests have indicated they will provide the 
items of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Michigan: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Girsen. The report was prepared in response to a reso- 
lution by the House Committee on Public Works adopted July 29, 
1955 and was submitted to the Congress on March 4, of this year. 

The existing project provides an entrance channel 23 feet deep from 
Lake Michigan to the outer end of the south pier. Then 21 feet deep 
between the piers and up the river a distance of 2,000 feet with widths 
varying from 220 to 250 feet. Then a minimum width of 100 feet 
from the inner end of the north revetment to Manistee Lake. That 
is all the area again shown in green on the map. 

That distance is about 1.2 miles. The project also provides break- 
water protection, piers, and revetments out in the lake. The water- 
borne commerce in this harbor is about 700,000 tons a year over 
5-year period from 1952 to 1957, consisting of receipts of coal, lime- 
stone, gravel, pig iron, and sulfur, and shipments of sand and salt. 

Local interests here desire modification of the existing project to 
provide for channel deepening, eliminating a sharp bend in the chan- 
nel, and the replacement of the Maple Street Bridge. Vessels using the 
inner harbor now are limited in size by the restricted channel width 
at the Maple Street Bridge which is 60.5 feet and by the bends 
Manistee Lake is a natural lake with depths sufficient to accommodate 
large vessels, however its development is limited by the controlling 
depths and widths of the existing channel and the Maple Street 





poil dis- 
old and 
bmarine 
nt; and 
berthing 

depths 
vide the 


a reso- 
uly 29, 
ar. 
p from 
et, deep 
widths 
00 feet 
That 


break- 
water- 
over 4 
1, lime- 
id salt. 
ject to 
e chan- 
ing the 
| width 
bends. 
modate 
rolling 
Street 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 231 


Bridge. The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the 
existing project for this harbor, to provide a depth of 25 feet over 
the full width of the entrance channel in Lake Michigan and 23 feet 
in the river channel over its authorized width to Manistee Lake, 
suitably widened at bends and Federal participation in the cost of 
replacing the Maple Street Bridge to provide a clear channel of 100 
feet in width. 

Apportionment of costs between the bridge owner and the United 
States would be in accordance with the principles of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act as amended. 

Local interests are required to furnish all lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary for construction and “sub- 
sequent maintenance, hold and save the United States free from 
damages, ac complish the alterations to submarine pipelines, cable 
crossings, and utilities as may be required by the improvement, pro- 
vide and maintain without cost to the United States depths in the 
berthing areas and access channels serving the terminals which are 
commensurate with the project depths. Sua interests have indi- 
cated they will provide the items of local cooperation. 

The total estimated cost of construction is $1,753,000, of which 
$1,735,000 is Federal and $18,000 is non-Federal. 

The total annual charges are $62,400, the annual benefits $81,000, 
giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1, ‘based upon 1959 price levels. 

The State of Michigan and Federal agencies favor the project. 
The Bureau of the Budget has no objections to submission of the 
report to Congress. 

That completes it, Mr. Chairman, for navigation. 


I have one other flood control project. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Colonel Giesen. This project is a channel improvement on Lynn 
Camp Creek for the prevention of flood damages at Corbin, Ky. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


LyNN CAMP CREEK, CorsIN, Ky. 
(H. Doc. 282, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Lynn Camp Creek is a small headwater tributary of the Laurel 
River in southeastern Kentucky. The main fork of the stream rises south of 
Oorbin, Ky., and flows north to be joined on the eastern edge of the town by 
Bast Fork. Corbin is located at the junction of Whitley, Knox, and Laurel 
Counties with the major portion on the town in Whitley County. 

Report authorized by resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, 
adopted November 13, 1952 and resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. 
House of Representatives, adopted July 29, 1953. 

Evisting project.—No Federal flood control project. 

Flood problem.—Floods in the creek basin occur most frequently during the 
winter or early spring as a result of heavy rainfall on saturated soil. Available 
information indicate that there has been 15 damaging floods since 1935, The 
estimated damage to property, principally industrial, commercial, and residental, 
on the 520 acres which would be inundated by a recurrence of January 1957 
flood stages is more than $2 million, based on January 1959 development and 
values. The average annual damages under the same conditions is $113,000. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for enlargement of channel 
from confluence of Horse Creek, upstream to railroad bridge some 200 feet 
above the mouth of Moores Branch, including a cutoff channel through the neck 
of the bend; an additional culvert for Moores Branch; and appurtenant bridges 
and utility modifications. 
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Estimated cost (January 1959 price level) 


NE ott Sst eds ok) i ee eh eee $645, 000 
RUAN Sic lea a 295, 000 
NN, escies ton ores aa eae ae eane eam aed ae ee dee are 940, 000 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 


muserant aunt amervtmition:. c= o-oo nc cdacnee $23, 400 $10, 400” $33; 800 
PII i iccicrcsrcaicdatadcddadevembde doesn bose’ 0 1,200 1, 200 

NE 2 oh oe ih s Bk ei eee eee ee eae 23, 400 11, 600 35, 000 
Annual benefits: Flood damages prevented...................].--...-.-..---|-.------------ 110, 00 


" Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1 to 1. 

Local cooperation—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil- 
disposal areas; hold and save the United States free from damages ; bear the cost 
of all roadways, highway bridges, and utility modifications, and ponding areas if 
required; prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent encroachment upon the 
stream channel and ponding areas; and maintain and operate after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Local 
interests have stated that they are willing and able to meet the requirements of 
local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Advises that the proposed improvement would 
have insignificant effects upon fish and wildlife resources. Has no objection 
to the proposed improvement. 

Commonwealth of Kentucky: Concurs in the recommendation. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of the 
report to Congress. 

Colonel Giesen. A favorable report of the Chief of Engineers has 
been published as House Document 282 of the 86th Congress, 1st 
session, and was submitted to Congress on December 1, 1959, in re- 
sponse to appropriate resolutions of this committee and the House 

ommittee on Public Works. ; } 

Lynn a Creek is a headwater tributary of the Laurel River. 

Senator Kerr. What is the Laurel River a tributary to? 

Colonel Giesen. To the Cumberland, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. 

Colonel Girsen. The Lynn Camp Creek drainage area is 61.2 
square miles of very rugged terrain and Corbin is the only sizable 
city in the basin, and it is located at the junction of the main creek 
and the east fork. The community is a railroad division point and 
an industrial and trading center. In 1958, the estimated population 
was 10,400 persons. The fairly steep slopes and small drainage area 
here results in flash runoffs within a few hours after heavy rainfalls. 
There have been 15 damaging floods since 1935. The record flood 
occurred in January 1957 and inundated the area shaded in blue on 
that large map. t 

Five hundred and twenty acres of residential, commercial, indus- 
trial property were inundated in that flood with a resulting direct 
damage in excess of $2 million. s 

The district engineer finds that either a flood control reservoir or 
levees combined with channel improvements could be economically 
justified. 7 

However, maximum benefit at least cost would be obtained by 4 
channel improvement including a cutoff and certain appurtenant work. 
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Senator Kerr. Including what? 

Colonel Gresen. Channel cutoff. 

Senator Kerr. Including what? 

Colonel Gresen. Channel cutoff and appurtenent works, some small 
revetments and other items. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends the improvement of the L 
Camp Creek for flood control to include enlargement of 10,170 feet 
of the existing channel, a cutoff channel 475 feet long and some other 
minor improvements. 

This’ proposed improvement will prevent most of the damages 
resulting from the recurrence of the flood of record and will materially 
reduce damages from larger floods. 

Local interests here will have to furnish without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements and rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas 
necessary for the construction of the project, bear the cost of all roads 
highway bridges, and utility modifications which are necessary, an 
any ponding areas, if required. 

Also, hold and save the United States free from damages and 
maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance 
with the regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. They 
will also have to prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent encroach- 
ment upon the stream channel and ponding areas after construction 
of the project. And they have expressed a willingness to meet these 
requirements. 

The estimated first cost of the plan is $940,000, including $645,000 
Federal costs and $295,000 non-Federal. 

The annual charges are estimated at $35,000. The average annual 
benefits of $110,000, and the benefit-to-cost ratio is 3.1 to 1 based on 
1959 price levels. 

The State and Federal agencies favor the project. The Bureau 
of the Budget has no objection to submission of the report to the 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Gresen. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Colonel Sprague. 

Colonel Spracur. Yes,sir. Iam Col. Harold E. Sprague, Executive 
of the Beach Erosion Board, and I have with me Mr. Albert Rayner, a 
member of the staff of the Board. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a completely cooperative beach erosion con- 
- study of the coast of New Jersey from Barnegat Inlet to Cape 


y. 
(The justification referred to follows :) 


New Jersey Coast, BARNEGAT INLET TO DELAWARE BAY—BEACH EROSION CONTROL 


(H. Doe. 208, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Area comprises about 82 miles of the Atlantic coast of New Jersey 
in Ocean, Atlantic and Cape May Counties, and extends from Barnegat Inlet in 
Ocean County to the Delaware Bay entrance to the Cape May Canal in Cape 
May County. 

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 
1930 (cooperative study provisions). 

Existing project—Beach erosion control projects at Atlantic City, Ocean City 
and Cape May City have been partially completed. The Ocean City and Cape 
May City projects providing for beach fill and deferred groin construction are 
reviewed in this report. 
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Beach erosion control problem.—This shore is extensively developed as a sum- 















































mer resort area, attracting patrons from all over the United States. Despite in- Le 
dividual efforts of local communities at providing protective structures, ex- } Pe 
tensive property damage results from the more severe storms. Shore erosion ment 
is also associated with irregularity of supply of beach material moving naturally that 
across the major inlets. inch 
Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for new projects at: (a) | exte 
Barnegat Light: Constructing 180 feet of stone revetment and 90 feet of timber | SHIP 
bulkhead, reconstructing and extending an existing stone groin, constructing tion 
2 new timber groins, deferred widening of 1,200 feet of beach by direct place Or 
ment of sandfill and periodic nourishment of the beach; (b) Long Beach Island: 
Widening 13,400 feet of beach by direct placement of sandfill, construction of 
4 groins and periodic nourishment of the beach; (c) Ventnor, Margate, and 
Longport: Widening 5,500 feet of beach at Longport by direct placement of 
sandfill and periodic nourishment of the entire beach at appropriate locations; O 
(d) Stone Harbor; Widening 8,400 feet of beach by direct placement of sandfill S 
and periodic nourishment of the beach at appropriate locations; (e) North ( 
Wildwood: Widening 2,700 feet of beach by direct placement of sandfill and c 
periodic nourishment of the beach; and modification of existing projects to K 
provide in lieu of remaining work, at (f) Ocean City: Widening 10,100 feet of ( 
beach to 300-foot width, extension of seven existing groins and periodic nourish- ‘ 
ment of the beach; and (g) Cape May City: Widening 12,700 feet of beach by ( 
direct placement of sandfill and placement of a feeder beach east of the widened 7 
beach, deferred construction of 3 new timber groins and extension of 2 ex. 
isting stone groins, and periodic replenishment of the feeder beach as necessary. Ac 
Co 
Estimated costs r 
' ‘ TIS ‘ 
Federal rat | No Non-Federal Total ( 
one ee . a — a eee —E = eee | po eS 
ye 5 vat 
Barnegat Light BE cmaidein = i eee alae: Salah ccc cate touabee o cl $98, 600 = $297, 000 
Long Beach Island : xb suka deine eae 240, 700 3, 300 784, 000 wa 
Ventnor, Margate, and Longport. Wadatta tebtdein: decile: eases ee 59, 700 | iar 300 187, 000 be: 
Stone Harbor. A ee eee eae 82, 000 171, 000 253, 000 
North Wildwood is Ss -saaceeer wed peud a tniana Shae 11, 000 23; 000 34, 000 
Ocean City aS ‘ bAtncchadinne aan aeenuoten 813, 600 1, 697, 400 2, 511, 000 
NEN RON 6 ms acl os sataan'cocuetadcubaeaklcow aces 408, | 917, 600 1, 326, 000 an 
Total ded SERN i meal in Regd ae i eta '¢ 714, 000 3,678,000} 5,392, 000 2 
Ghd tery iu ni Sipe othe Sot piel soils See a 
Project economic. a 
Annual charges: * 
Rema Wn tk es Ae oe aes, pheun eed $29, 000 
Rap ON AON 8 so a ee eo ee ieee ed 578, 000 $a 
TeNGEON, BIGTRNIG, And TONKDOTT..nocscduns iG inwcdecaccmmeen 58, 000 
a oe SEE oe I SC ae a Ce ne a Re a a 5 
m 
A LTE LETT BT LLIN LETTE (ERED - 319,000 — th 
ein RN ORNs oa te! oS et bol bh Be ls eels 153, 000 th 
Annual benefits : tk 
a i a cae 121, 000 
Pn Se AU sn ec eco. ee nee ae _.. 990,000 
Ventnor, Margate, and Longport........—. 232.25... wae 92, 000 Pp 
Rene NE Soo dt ei ek eee a ets oe 8 to 244, 000 p 
ee Ie recipe ces amewes ena oes 135, 000 rf 
ENON dat Oo eed te eee Ee 1, 167, 000 
RTM IR ss See ee te seca eel eee 275, 000 
Benefit-cost ratio: E 
NE a ic at i as Se 4.2 1 
URI COTE NTN lad atiecessciten la ma Xs enon eal a ge pale 1.7 t! 
WORGMOT, AU MIREO, ANE TOT xc mae gi cies ns eo herd gett ans y 1.6 
NT NINN ae a ee ee 5.3 
RN I iis cuca iacsdletdntiiinee tuainchaldcs nies ttiah aati, 6.1 a 
RN, SNS Si accesso Rs cc Nass ka bad agree ain bea A 3.7 
RU SR EN it cig neti ical nasi Reso ita hak aaie ae 1.8 k 





* Include Federal share of periodic nourishment costs estimated at $275,000 per year 
for 1st 10-year period, 
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Local cooperation.—Obtain approval by Chief of Engineers for plans and 
specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its commence- 
ment; provide necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way ; furnish assurances 
that they will maintain the protective measures during their economic life 
including periodic nourishment at suitable intervals, control water pollution to 
extent necessary to safeguard bathers, and maintain continued public owner- 
ship or admistration for public use of the shores upon which Federal participa- 
tion is based. 

Comments of State and Federal Agencies.— 

State of New Jersey: Favorable. 

Department of Interior: Favorable, but requests that U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and New Jersey Division of Fish and Game participate 
in project planning in determining acceptability of specific dredging sites. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 

Senator Kerr. What part of the coast of New Jersey is that? 

Colonel Spracur.* That is the southern coast of New Jersey. 

Senator Kerr. What part of the total? 

Colonel Spracur. What part of the total? 

Senator Kerr. Total of New Jersey. ; 

Colonel Spracue, A little more than half, sir. 

This study was made under the authority of the River and Harbor 
Act of July 1930, and is contained in House Document 208 of the 86th 
Congress. 

Two-thirds of this entire stretch is public domain. 

Senator Kerr. Is what? 

Colonel Sracur. Is public domain and all but 650 feet of the pri- 
vately owned portion is open to the public. The purpose of this study 
was to develop a comprehensive plan for restoration of protective 
beaches, provide recreational beaches, and stabilize the shore. 

This particular coastline is subject to storms from the northeast 
and to tropical hurricanes from the south which do extensive damage. 

The problem is complicated because of the numerous inlets and 
irregularity of the supply as far as the sand going down toward the 
south is concerned, 

Senator Kerr. Irregularity of what? 

Colonel Srracug. Of supply of the sand, the littoral drift of the 
sand. ° 

A long-range objective is the stabilization of these inlets and a 
method to bypass the sand from the north to the south shore of 
these inlets. However, such a comprehensive plan is not justified at 
this time. But the projects that we propose are in consonance with 
the overall objective at a later date. 

There are existing projects at Ocean City and Cape May which are 
partially completed and will be reviewed in this report, and another 
project at Atlantic City which will be the subject of a separate review 
report, 

There are three navigation projects within this stretch, one at 
Barnegat Inlet, one at Absecon Inlet and one at Cold Spring Inlet. 
The jetties at Barnegat Inlet and Cold Spring Inlet have increased 
the erosion problem. 

The total first cost for this project is estimated at $5,392,000, with 
a Federal share of 31.8 percent or a total of $1,714,000. 

Senator Kerr. In connection with that now, Colonel, how do you 
handle the local participation ? 

Colonel Sprague. By the ratio of-—— 
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Senator Kerr. I mean do they pay it? 

Colonel Spracur. They usually contract for the work and pay it 
at the time it is done, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do they contract for the work and you pay your 
part of the money? 

Colonel Srracur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Or do you contract for it and let them pay theirs? 

Colonel Spracur. Usually they contract for it, and we pay for it. 

Senator Krrr. All right; that is, you pay your part of it 

Colonel Spracur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Advancing none of theirs? 

Colonel Spracur. No, sir. The annual charges will amount to 
ee and the annual benefits $3,024,000 for the benefit-cost ratio 

2.5. 

In the matter of local cooperation, local interests must obtain ap- 
proval by the Corps of Engineers for plans and specifications and 
arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its commencement, 
to provide necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way, give satisfac- 
tory assurances they will maintain protective measures during the 
economic life including periodic nourishment at suitable intervals, 
control water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard bathers 
and maintain continued public ownership or administration for pub- 
lic use of the shores upon which Federal participation is based. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objections, and the State of 
New Jersey has commented favorably upon this project. 

That concludes the New Jersey project. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Rayner. 

Mr. Rayner. Mr. Chairman, this study of the erosion of the shore 
from Pemberton Point to Cape Cod Canal of Massachusetts was 
made under authority of cooperative study provisions of the River 
and Harbor Act of 1930. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


PEMBERTON POINT TO CAPE Cop CANAL, MAss.—BEACH BRosion CONTROL 
(House Doc. No. 272, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—About 50 miles of shore frontage in the towns of Hull, Cohasset, 
Scituate, Marshfield, Duxbury, Plymouth, Bourne, and northerly tip of Sand- 
wich; extending from Pemberton Point about 7 miles east of Boston on Mass- 
achusetts Bay to the northeastern end of the Cape Cod Canal on Cape Cod Bay. 

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 
1930. (cooperative study provisions). 

Existing project.—No existing Federal beach erosion control project. 

Beach erosion control problem.—The problem stems from general erosion of 
shores in an advanced state of development. Protective structures have elimi- 
nated former major sources of supply of beach material. The lack of suitable 
beaches results in damages to improvements. Beaches are also insufficient for 
recreational use. 

Recommended plans of improvement.—Provide for: (a) At North Scituate 
Beach, Scituate, widening 2,500 feet of beach to 125-foot width by direct place- 
ment of sand fill and periodic nourishment of the beach; (6) at Brant Rock, 
Marshfield, widening 2,700 feet of beach to 125-foot width by direct placement 
of sand fill and raising the inshore end of an existing jetty to Brant Rock; and 
(c) at Town Beach, Plymouth, widening 1,300 feet of beach to 125-foot width 
by direct placement of sand fill, construction of two 300-foot groins, and con- 
struction of about 165 feet of concrete seawall. 
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Estimated costs (price level May 1957) 


Federal Non-Federal 


$107, 000 
98, 700 
74,000 


279, 700 


Project economics 


Annual Annual Benefit-cost 
charges benefits ratio 





North Scituate Beach ase tn 1 $10, 100 
Brant Rock........--. edvesasvegceqeoncese 9, 800 
Plymouth ‘Town Beach 8, 800 


! This figure includes $4,500 for periodic nourishment, of which the Federal share is estimated at $1,500 per 
year for the 1st 10-year period. 


Local cooperation.—Obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers for plans and 
specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its commence- 
ment; provide lands easements, and rights-of-way including, in the case of 
North Scituate Beach, acquisition by a public agency of ownership or suitable 
rights to operate North Scituate Beach as a public beach; assure maintenance 
and periodic nourishment of improvements; assure control of water pollution 
necessary to safeguard health of bathers; and assure continued public owner- 
ship or control and administration for public use of the project shores. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Mr. Rayner. The area studied includes about 50 miles of shore 


east and southeast of Boston. It is a highly developed residential 


and recreational area. Much of the shore north of Plymouth is pro- 
tected by seawalls and revetments but the beaches have gradually de- 
teriorated. Wider beaches are needed for protection and recreational 
use in several parts of the study area. 

Plans for protection and improvement have been recommended for 
Federal projects as follows: North Scituate Beach, widening and 
— nourishment; Brant Rock, beach widening and jetty raising; 

lymouth Town Beach, beach widening, two groins, and 165 feet of 
concrete seawall. 

The estimated first cost of the three projects total $419,000; the 
annual charges total $28,700. The projects will prevent damage to 
omy property and result in recreational benefits from increased 

use. 

Annual benefits total $49,800, resulting in benefit-cost ratios from 
1.3 to 2.0. 

The shores of Brant Rock and Plymouth Town Beach are publicly 
owned, and acquisition of North Scituate Beach is proposed by the 
town of Scituate. Thus, the three projects would be eligible for one- 
third Federal aid in accordance with the Public Law 820, 84th Con- 
gress. As periodic nourishment is considered the most economical 
method for North Scituate Beach, that project will also be eligible 
for one-third Federal aid for periodic nourishment. The estimated 
Federal shares for the three projects total $139,300 for initial work, 
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and $1,500 a year for nourishment for an initial 10-year period for 
North Scituate Beach. 

The recommended Federal aid is subject to the usual conditions of 
local cooperation including, in the case of North Scituate Beach, ac- 
quisition by a doa ic agency of ownership or suitable rights to oper- 
ate it as a public beach. 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to the report, the 
State department of public works has furnished favorable comments, 
and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report. 





That concludes my statement on this report. , 
Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rayner. _ 
Senator Muskie. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? Be 
Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator. Lo 
Senator Muskie. The law provides maximum of one-third Federal J a! 
matching ? - 
Mr. Rayner. Maximum of one-third in the case of publicly owned f (1) , 
shore. cont! 
Senator Muskie. I know in the New Jersey project there were sev- f tain 
eral that fell substantially short of the one-third. What were the = 
factors involved ? ( 
Mr. Rayner. That is because it was privately owned shore which 
was subject to a reduction in Federal aid because of the private f 
benefits. to, 
Senator Muskie. Is this the only factor that influences a reduction 
in Federal grants? C 
Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. tho 
Senator Kerr. Colonel Sprague. Do 
Colonel Spracur. Mr. Chairman a third project is a cooperative fee' 
beach erosion study at Wessagussett Beach, at Weymouth, Mass. the 
(The justification referred to follows:) Fe 
rat 
WessaAcussett Braco, WreymMoutTH, Mass.—BracuH Erosion ContTROL Al 
(HL. Doe. No. 384 86th Cong.) re 
Location.—In Norfolk County about 10 miles southeast of Boston, on the ow 
south shore of the Weymouth Fore River, a branch of Boston Bay. 
Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, — ow 
1930 (cooperative study provisions). 
Existing project—No existing Federal beach erosion control project. re 
Beach erosion control problem.—Gradual erosion of the beach and bluff has ; 
left substantial development, including a public road in positions vulnerabie to 
storm damage and inadequate beach area for public recreation. Protective > ex 
measures by local people have been inadeauate. pl 
Recommended plan of improvement.—Widen approximately 2,600 feet of fe 
beach to 125 feet, construct groins 875 and 850 feet in length, appurtenant 
drainage facilities, and two rubble-mound walls, each about 500 feet long. a 
m 
Estimated costs (price level December 1958) C0 
Wedewal: Gennes nest el ed Dati $182, 000 § 
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Project economics 


Non-Federal 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization $10, 300 
Maintenance 700 
Periodic sand fill 3, 400 
14, 400 


Annual benefits: 
Direct damages prevented 
Recreational 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.1. 

Local cooperation.—Obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers of plans and 
specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its commence- 
ment (except for the Wessagussett Road section already started) ; provide lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way; furnished satisfactory assurances that they will 
(1) maintain the protective measures during their economic life (50 years), (2) 
control water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard bathers, (3) main- 
tain continued public ownership and administration for public use of shores 
upon which Federal aid is based, and (4) provide suitable appurtenant facilities 
necessary for realization of evaluated benefits. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts Water Resources Commission: Favor- 
able, and finds no harmful effects to fish and wildlife. 
Town of Weymouth: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Spracur. It was performed in accordance with the au- 
thority of the River and Harbor Act of July 1930, and became House 
Document 334 of the 86th Congress. The problem area is about 3,000 
feet long at Wessagusett Beach. It is located on the south shore of 
the Weymouth Fore River, a branch of Boston Bay about 10 miles 
southeast of Boston. The area has been eroding gradually at the 
rate of about one-half foot per year. A public road, year-round 
residences, and other facilities are immediately behind the beach. 
All of the shore frontage of the problem area except at one residence 
at the western end and 500 feet at the eastern end are in public 
ownership. 

The local interests intend to acquire the 500 feet that is not in public 
ownership. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the best. method for 
restoration and stabilization of the beach and stabilization of the bluff. 

This area is not exposed to waves from the Atlantic but it is 
exposed directly to storms from the northeast in Hinghan Bay. The 
plan for improvement provides for widening approximately 1,000 
feet of beach by direct placement of suitable sandfill, construction of 
a groin 375 feet long in the western section, and widening approxi- 
mately 1,600 feet of beach by direct placement of suitable sandfill, 
construction of one groin 350 feet long, and two rubble-mound walls 
each 500 feet long in the eastern section. The first cost is estimated at 
$396,000, with a Federal share of one-third or $132,000, depending 
upon or based upon the public acquisition of the additional 500 feet 
at the east end. The annual charges amount to $19,300, and the 
annual benefits $39,900, a benefit-cost ratio of 2.1. 
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Local cooperation: They must obtain approval by the Chief of 
Engineers of plans and specifications and arrangements for prose. 
cuting work prior to its commencement, except for the Wessagussett 
Road section already started, provide necessary lands, easements, 
and rights of way, give satisfactory assurance that they will maintain 
protecting measures during the economic life, control water pollution 
to the extent necessary to safeguard bathers, maintain continued 
public ownership and administration of public use of shores upon 
which Federal aid is based, and provide suitable appurtenant facili- 
ties necessary for realization of the benefits. The Bureau of the 
Budget has no objection, and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
Water Resources Commission, is favorable with no harmful effects 
anticipated to fish and wildlife. The town of Weymouth is favorable, 

The town of Weymouth has completed the groin and fill for the 
Wessagussett Road section on the west part and is planning the 
remaining work on the Regatta Road and River Street eastem 
section. 

That concludes this portion of it. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Colonel. 

(The justification of the next project is as follows:) 


PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, ERIE, PA.—BEACH ERosion CoNnTROL 
(H. Doe. No. 397) 


Location—On the south shore of Lake Erie at Erie, Pa., about 78 miles 
southwest of Buffalo, N.Y., and about 20 miles east of the Ohio State line. 

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 
8, 1930. (Cooperative study provisions. ) 

Existing project.—Authorized by River and Harbor Act of 1954 (H. Doe. 
No. 231, 88d Cong.). Construced in 1955-56, it provided 4,200,000 cubic yards 
of sand fill distributed over the western portion of the peninsula and in feeder 
beaches, and a seawall, bulkhead, and system of 11 groins along the neck section 
of the peninsula at a cost of $2,451,269 with a Federal share of one-third thereof. 

Beach erosion control problem.—Presque Isle Peninsula consists almost en- 
tirely of a State park and is a very popular area for outdoor recreation. It 
also affords shelter to the federally improved harbor at Brie from the open 
waters of Lake Erie. The existing project includes periodic replenishment 
of beach fill as a project feature to be accomplished by local interests. The 
passage of Public Law 826, 84th Congress, approved July 28, 1956, permits 
Federal participation in periodic nourishment of beaches. Review of the exist- 
ing project to determine nourishment requirements and eligibility for Federal 
participation toward its cost was desired. 

Recommendation.—Modification of existing project to authorize Federal con- 
tribution of one-third the costs of periodic replenishment of beach fill for a 
period of 10 years from the year of the first major nourishment operation. 
The required rate of nourishment is estimated at 154,000 cubic yards annually. 

Estimated costs (price level, February 1959).—The estimated cost of periodic 
nourishment, a responsibility of local interests under the existing project, is 
$168,000. The recommended modification of the project provides for Federal 
participation in this cost, as follows: 


Penera. tier Four for fret 10 Fear) | $56, 000 
Non-Federal (per year for first 10 years; $168,000 thereafter) _...____ 112, 000 
I, scllcate doth ahs osehesctanas ile iateeed lich cata ne aE ea Li 168, 000 
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Project economics (overall project, including initial construction completed, 
1955-56, at a total cost of $2,451,269.48) 





Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization _.-............-- ; $86, 400 
Groin maintenance -.__..-- ed id abe ina enebbian eebea 5 catidtoe etka 7, 000 7, 000 
NT UN a et 1 56, 000 112, 000 168, 000 


Total 84, 800 


176, 600 261, 400 





Annual benefits: 
Prevention of damages ‘ 30, 000 
Elimination of maintenance - --- sabes Gud enlstiaes bene 50, 000 
Recreation . wt 250, 000 


I sic ceils ecstacy nielatiicietaintpibntotindaieiicitianmddiiat bia Meee eek 8. ae ee Bee are oa 330, 000 


1 For 10 years. 


Benefit-cost ratio—1.3 (for overall project). 

Local cooperation.—Conditions for Federal participation to be modified to 
require that local interests provide the recommended periodic nourishment as 
may be required to serve its intended purpose, subject only to the recommended 
Federal assistance thereto. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Favorable. 
Department of Interior: Favorable. 


Colonel Spracur. This is a cooperative beach erosion control study 
of Presque Isle Peninsula, located at the Erie Harbor, Erie, Pa. 

It is on the south shore of Lake Erie about 78 miles southwest of 
Buffalo and about 20 miles east of the Ohio State line. 

The report is authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 
1930, and we have an existing project at this location authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954, House Document 231, 83d Congress, 
which was constructed in 1955 or 1956. 

This existing project includes periodic replenishment of beach fill 
as a project feature to be accomplished by local interests. 

The passage of Public Law 826, 84th Congress approved July 28, 
1956, permits Federal participation in periodic nourishment of 
beaches; and a review of the existing project is desired to determine 
nourishment requirements and eligibility for Federal participation 
toward its cost. 

It is recommended that modification of the existing project be 
made to authorize Federal contribution of one-third of the cost of 
periodic replenishment of beach fill for a period of 10 years from the 
period of the first major nourishment operation. This required rate 
of nourishment is estimated at 154,000 cubic yards annually. 

At the price level of 1959, the estimated annual cost of periodic 
nourishment, a responsibility of local interests under the existing proj- 
ect, is $168,000. 

The recommended modification of the project provides for Federal 
participation in its costs as follows: 

Federal participation, $56,000 per year for the first 10 years; non- 
Federal, $112,000 per year for the first 10 years, and $168,000 there- 
after, a total of $168,000. 

The annual charges, including interest and amortization, mainte- 
nance of groins and beach nourishment, amount to $261,400; annual 
benefits amount to $330,000, with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3. 
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Conditions for Federal participation to be modified to require that 
local interests provide the recommended periodic nourishment as may 
be required to serve its intended purpose, subject only to recommended 
Federal assistance thereto. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is favorable; the Department 
of Interior is favorable; and the report has been transmitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget, but we have no comments at this time, sir. 

That concludes that project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Have you finished, Colonel ? 

Colonel Spracue. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, the Bureau of the Budget has 
not reported on this project ? 

Colonel Spracue. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Rayner? 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


OrANGE County (NEwporT Bay TO SAN MATEO CREEK), 
CaLir.—BEACH EROSION CONTROL 


(H. Doe. 398) 


Location.—In southern California about 40 miles southeast of Los Angeles, 
The southernmost 25 miles of Pacific Ocean shore of Orange County. 

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 
1930. (Cooperative study provisions. ) 

Ewisting project.—No existing Federal beach erosion control project. 

Beach erosion control problem.—Continuing erosion of the protective beach 
at Doheny Beach State Park has progressed to the stage where immediate 
remedial action is required. State park facilities and private development at 
Capistrano Beach colony are threatened. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Restore 6,000 feet of protective beach 
to minimum 100-foot width at Doheny Beach State Park by placing about 329,000 
cubie yards of suitable sand on the beach, constructing a 250-foot groin at the 
west side of San Juan Creek and providing periodic nourishment at the estimated 
rate of 23,000 cubic yards per year. 


Estimated costs (1958 price level) 
Federal (14) 
Non-Federal 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization ; $18, 100 $27, 100 
Groin maintenance 200 
Periodic sandfill 1 16, 600 33, 400 


25, 600 51, 700 





Annual benefits: 
Prevention of damages 
Recreational 


Dc otedenanacandvancasesasiusbasebusibasiackguattethnesdasoxcesas petnaedenactie 


1 For Ist 10-year period following completion of initial fill only. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 
Local cooperation.—Obtain approval by the Chief of Engineers of plans and 
specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its commence 
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ment; provide necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way; furnish satis- 
factory assurances that they will: (1) maintain the protective measures during 
their economic life (50 years) including periodic nourishment, (2) control 
water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard bathers, and (3) maintain 
continued public ownership and administration for public use of shores upon 
which Federal participation is based. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—Department of Interior: Favorable. 


Mr. Rayner. Mr. Chairman, the study of beach erosion in Orange 
County, Calif., was made under the cooperative study provisions of 
the River and Harbor Act of 1930. 

The area studied is the 25 miles of shore in Orange County south 
from Newport Harbor to the San Diego County line. This is about 
40 miles southeast of Los Angeles. 

The shore at Doheny Beach State Park is subject to serious erosion 
associated with irregularity of supply of beach material from San 
Juan Creek. 

The recommended plan of protection comprises restoration of the 
beach to a minimum width of a hundred feet by placement of suitable 
sand, construction of one groin at the west side of San Juan Creek, 
and periodic nourisment, at an estimated rate of 23,000 cubic yards 

er year. 
: The estimated first costs of this work for the 6,000-foot frontage 
of Doheny Beach State Park are $768,000. 

The annual charges total $77,300. 

This plan will stabilize the shore and result in annual benefits 
estimated at $105,000 from the prevention of damages, and the in- 
creased recreational use of the beach. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.4. 

The shore at Doheny Beach State Park is publicly owned, and the 
project is eligible for one-third Federal aid for first and periodic 
nourishment costs in accordance with the provisions of Public Law 
826, 84th Congress. 

The estimated Federal share is $256,000 for initial work, and $16,600 
a year for nourishment for an initial period of 10 years. 

The recommended Federal aid is subject to the usual conditions 
of local cooperation. 

The report is now with the State for comment. 

The Department of the Interior has commented favorably on the 
report. The report has not gone to the Bureau of the Budget as yet, 
pending receipt of State comments. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Rayner. That concludes my statement on Orange County. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification of the next project is as follows :) 


Care Cop CANAL TO PROVINCETOWN, MAss.—BEACH EROSION CONTROL 
(H. Doc. No.—) 


Location.—About 70 miles of shore frontage on Cape Cod Bay in the towns 
of Sandwitch, Barnstable, Yarmouth, Dennis, Brewster, Orleans, Eastham, 
Wellfleet, Truro, and Provincetown; extending along north shore of Cape Cod 
from northeastern end of Cape Cod Canal (about 50 miles southeast of Boston) 
to outer tip of Cape Cod. 

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 
1930. (Cooperative study provisions. ) 

Evisting project.—No existing Federal beach erosion control project. 
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Beach erosion control problem.—Cape Cod is a growing resort area and its 
beaches are increasing in economic value. The beaches are subject to gradual 
erosion, except Provincetown Beach which is subject to rapid changes. Wider 
beaches are needed for protection of roads and buildings and for recreational 
use in several parts of the study area. 

Recommended plans of improvement.—Provide for: (a) at Town Neck Beach, 
Sandwich—Widening 6,500 feet of beach to 125-foot width by direct placement 
of suitable sand fill and raising inshore end of existing east jetty of Cape Cod 
Canal; (b) at Thumpertown Beach, Eastham—Widening 1,500 feet of beach to 
125-foot width by direct placement of suitable sand fill and construction of one 
groin about 300 feet long; and (c) at Provincetown Beach, Provincetown— 
Widening 1,600 feet of beach to 125-foot width by direct placement of suitable 
sand fill, construction of four groins and about 1,200 feet of concrete seawall, the 
placement of sand fill to be deferred until it is ascertained that the groins will 
not fill naturally to provide a satisfactory protective beach. 


Estimated costs (price level July 1959) 


Federal Non-Federal 





Town Neck Beach. cena ined 4 th koanmnbnnsbien ‘ 1 $47, 000 $114, 000 
Thumpertown Beach...._ _...---- aie 18, 000 6, 
Provincetown Beach_...-_-._.-- ee RE eee Ae age 93, 000 186, 000 


aires nines ees i 178, 000 336, 000 


1 Includes $10,000 for raising existing jetty of Federal project for Cape Cod Canal. 


Project economics 


Annual Annual Benefit-cost 
charges benefits ratio 


Town Neck Beach $13, 300 
900 


SI IN oo, ol dad dco duu aabiwtaabbdndiwaelonee 


1. 
2, 9, 750 3. 
Provincetown Beach 12, 800 é 1. 


1 Includes $3,000 for periodic nourishment of which the Federal share is estimated at $1,000 per year for 
initial 10-year period. 


Local cooperation.—Obtain approval by Chief of Engineers for plans and 
specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work prior to its com- 
mencement; provide necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way; assure 
maintenance (except for the Cape Cod Canal jetty) and periodic nourishment 
of improvements; assure control of water pollution necessary to safeguard 
health of bathers; and assure continued public ownership and administration 
for public use of the project shores. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies —Commonwealth of Massachusetts: 
Favorable. 


Mr. Rayner. Mr. Chairman, the study of beach erosion for the 
north shore of Cape Cod from the Cape Cod Canal to Provincetown 
was made under authority of the cooperative study provisions of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1930. 

The area study included about 70 miles of shore, southeast of Boston. 

It is principally a summer resort area. The beaches are generally 
subject to gradual erosion. 

Senator Kerr. What? 

Mr. Rayner. To gradual erosion. 

Senator Kerr. Right there, now, would you, Mr. Rayner, state what 
is the consistency of that area generally that we see there, that you 
mentioned ? 

Mr. Rayner. The consistency, did you say ? 

Senator Kerr. What is it? 


annu 
Th 
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Mr. Rayner. It is mostly sand. It is largely sand. It is glacial 

deposits. 
enator Kerr. Glacial deposits? 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What is the average elevation of that peninsula 
above sea level? 

Mr. Rayner. Well, I would guess about 25 feet. It is not a high 
elevation. 

Senator Kerr. Is it improved? 

Mr. Rayner. It is largely a summer resort area. The north shore 
ismuch more sparsely improved than the south shore. 

The south shore is highly developed, but the north shore is rapidly 
expanding in development. 

Senator Kerr. Is the composition of the land mass such as to lend 
itself to a stabilization program ? 

Mr. Rayner. Oh, yes; it is very stable land; it is good land. 

Senator Kerr. How wide is that down there, say, from Harwich 
Port to West Brewster? 

Mr. Rayner. Well, I think that is, I would guess, about 20 miles. 

Senator Kerr. At an average elevation of 25 feet? 

Mr. Rayner. At least 25 feet, oh, yes. 

Let me correct that, it is about 10 miles. 

Provincetown Beach is a particularly susceptible place subject to 
rapid changes up at the north end of the study area. 

A wider beach is needed for the protection of roads and buildings 
and for recreational use in several parts of the study area. 

Plans of protection and improvement have been recommended for 
Federal projects as follows: 

Town Neck Beach, widening 6,500 feet of beach to 125-foot width, 
and raising the in-shore end of the existing Cape Cod Canal jetty. 

Thumpertown Beach, beach widening to 125-foot width, and one 
groin. 

Provincetown Beach, beach widening to 125-foot width, four groins, 
and 1,200 feet of concrete seawall. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

The estimated first costs of the three projects total $514,000, with 
annual charges totaling $25,700. 

The projects will prevent damages to public property and will 
result in recreational benefits from increased beach use. 

Annual benefits total $43,350 for the three projects, giving benefit- 
cost ratios ranging from 1.3 to 3.4. 

The beaches at Town Neck, Thumpertown Beach and Province- 
town are publicly owned beaches, and are eligible for one-third 
Federal aid in accordance with Public Law 826—84th Congress. 

In addition the raising of an existing Federal canal jetty at Town 
Neck Beach would be at Federal expense because of additional 
benefits due to reduction in shoaling of the Cape Cod Canal. 

As periodic nourishment is considered the most suitable and 
economical 

Senator Kerr. As what? 

Mr. Rayner. As periodic nourishment is considered the most suit- 
able and economical method of protecting Town Neck Beach-—— 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if you would explain that. 
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Mr. Rayner. Instead of building groins and seawalls to hold th} Mr. 
sand on the beach, it is the problem of replacing the small amount} preve 
that is lost on a periodic basis every 3 to 5 years. Sen 

Senator Kerr. Periodic replacement, would that be the same thing} Mr. 
as periodic nourishment ? the lo 

Mr. Rayner. Exactly the same. Ser 

Senator Kerr. All right. the g1 

Mr. Rayner. That periodic nourishment or replacement is eligible r 
for one-third Federal aid in accordance with the provisions of Public} 4 wic 
Law 826. benef 

The estimated Federal share for the three projects totals $178,000} use, 
for initial work, and $1,000 a year for nourishment for an initialf [n fa 
10-year period for Town Neck Beach. tiona 

-The recommended Federal aid is subject to the usual conditions off Ser 
local cooperation. benef 

The report is now with the State and Department of the Interior} Mr 
for comments. just ¢ 

That concludes my statement. Se 

Senator Kerr. I see that picture on the right has a red line on thef Mr 
inside of that peninsula. Does that indicate where you made your} Se 
study ? it so. 

Mr. Rayner. That is the study area; yes, sir. Mi 

Senator Kerr. But the recommendations you have made apply tof Boas 
three very limited areas? perse 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. They were the only parts that were found} Se 
justified for projects with Federal aid. M 

Senator Kerr. There has been no report from the Bureau of the} abou 
Budget? Se 

Mr. Rayner. No, sir. M 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rayner. day 

Senator Muskie. What is the source of your sand supply for this &. 
nourishment or replacement ? it w 

Mr. Rayner. Well, there is plenty of sand in local dunes and gla- | in th 
cial formations, so it is readily available for it. I think in all thee} M 
cases it would be placed on the beach by truck haul for the periodic I 
nourishment, which is a relatively small amount of material. ame 

Senator Kerr. Is there any operation that as the water laps the } prot 
beach or washes sand down into the ocean, they cannot be pulled heal 
back in to rebuild the beach ? S 

Mr. Rayner. By natural processes, you mean ? for 

Senator Kerr. No, by Salhanes or draglines ? Flo 

Mr. Rayner. We have not found any way of doing that success } we: 
fully yet. In some cases where sand is more economically placed } just 
from offshore it is placed by dredge, yes, sir. It depends on the S 
economics fori 

Senator Kerr. As to whether or not you bring it in from inland N 
or pull it in from the water? Ss 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. acti 

In most cases, in exposed locations, you cannot put a dredge out N 
there to work. It is too hazardous. C 

Senator Kerr. Pardon me, Senator. s 

Senator Muskie. One more question. What is the nature of the} ¢ 






benefits in a project of this kind? 
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Mr. Rayner. In a project of this kind, recreational benefits and 
prevention of damages to public property. 

Senator Musxiz. What is the measure of your recreational benefits? 

Mr. Rayner. Each visit is assigned a nominal value depending on 
the location of the beach. 

Senator Muskie. I am a little curious as to how you relate this to 
the gradual erosion of sand on the beach. 

r. Rayner. Well, this is where it is desirable to widen the beach, 
a widened beach absorbs the wave energy and results in protective 
benefits; at the same time it results in a possibility of increased beach 
use, and that is believed to have a benefit for recreational purposes. 
In fact, all good beaches are always found to be well used for recrea- 
tional use. 

Senator Kerr. What is the basis in law for the assignment of 
benefits for recreational use? 

Mr. Rayner. I believe there is no basis in law for it, sir. It is 
just an estimate as to benefits that would accrue from the work. 

Senator Kerr. Based on calculations of the corps? 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir; anticipated use. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, can you tell us what the formula is? Is 
itso much per visitor-day or something of the kind ? 

Mr. Rayner. I have always considered it, at the Beach Erosion 
Board, so much per visit, even if there were more than one visit by a 
person in a day. 

Senator Kerr. What is the value per visit do you assign ? 

Mr. Rayner. It has been assigned a sean value to date, usually 
about 25 cents. 

Senator Kerr. Could you relate that to a visitor-day ? 

Mr. Rayner. Well, in case of just one visit it would be 25 cents a 
day then by one person. 

cater Kerr. In other words, if you went there and stayed all day 
it would be a quarter, but if you went there in the morning and then 
in the afternoon it would be fifty cents? 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. That is the basis we have assumed so far. 

I might add that the original law, Public Law 727, and the 
amended law, Public Law 826, did state in their preambles about the 

rotection of beaches, with a view to promoting and encouraging the 
ealthful recreation of the people. 

Senator Kerr. I am entirely in accord with the assigning of value 
for recreational benefits. I am sponsoring an amendment to the 
Flood Control Act of 1960 that I hope will be title III of the act, as 
we were this morning talking about title III of the 1958 Act, and I am 
just trying to get into the record the viewpoint of your department. 

Senator Muskie. I would like to know a little more about this 
formula off the record before I ask more questions on the record. 

Mr. Rayner. May I say we think 25 cents is a very nominal value. 

Senator Kerr. You think it is a very low figure in relation to the 
actual value? 

Mr. Rayner. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Spracus. Mr. Chairman, that concludes the beach erosion. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Tarbox? Go ahead, Colonel. 
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(The justification for the next project is as follows :) M 
Leve 
VILLAGE CREEK, WHITE RIVER, AND MAYBERRY LEVEE DISTRICTS, ARKANSAS TT 
(H. Doe. No, 225, 86th Cong.) proj 
Location.—The Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry Levee Districts “ 
are on the left bank of the White River near Newport in northeastern Arkan- 
sas. The area, which is about 14 miles long and 4 miles wide, is drained by} Doc 
Mill Creek, Taylor Slough and their tributaries. ber 
Report authorized by.—Resolution, House Committee on Flood Control, ado 
adopted July 23, 1946. : 
Yxisting project—The existing Federal project in this area provides for 1 
raising, enlarging, and connecting the existing levees on the left bank of thef the: 
White River and extending them to high ground. Gated culverts were pro ther 
vided in the levees to dispose of internal drainage after floods on the White 
River recede. pre 
‘Flood problem.—Because of the choked conditions of the streams, flat slopes | P05 
and inadequate drainage facilities, flooding of agricultural land occurs when T 
the gates in the existing levee are closed during high stages on White River the 
causing interior ponding. In addition, slow runoff causes flooding when the hi 
gates are open. wal 
Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for cleaning, clearing, and en-— VO! 
larging about 14.7 miles of the existing channels; and constructing about 106 tial 
miles of new channels which would divert the runoff from the Mill Creek area on 
to the drainage structure through the levee at Taylor Slough. I 
Estimated cost (price level, October 1957) the 
Pa SR bee Sy See Te Jeet eae ee a eee, BO OS str 
een en nen nw nn en enon eo oo one ose cre 
tio! 
i a ak a a to! 
Project economics y 
loc 
Federal Non-Federal Total of 
_ - _~ - la 
Annual charges: Le 
OE: CON GORGNUINOII OI, 8 on cscs nncisieddiwcbnennabssubwese $11, 920 $11, 390 $23, 310 
PUN S aoe ide be en at ene 0 5, 900 of 
toe ee te ate aoe ee ee str 
Annual benefits: . 
PU NNO ono owl ccanenacaueadtbanibaonns masmiiaraa ities ieeeanaweie 43, 430 ar 
SI IE S., 0aiick anis, as id sain bd a bodcgh ae Bhiee dt cana ees 
ane nu 
sovsesenseecenseneaneeccasescensecsnnennnsseenceeefecennateeacte[esenaseceaaees $2 
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8. St 
Local cooperation.—Lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save; tie 
maintain and operate; lands and easements for ponding areas and hold and save ds 
due to residual flooding; alterations to existing improvements; construct on- th 
the-farm drainage; inform individuals concerned about temporary ponding. 
Local interest have indicated their willingness to meet these requirements. of 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— as 
Department of the Interior: Proposed a plan of improvements for fish 0) 
and wildlife improvements in area. (Report revised accordingly.) 
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. C 
State of Arkansas: Recommended additional measures which are not r 
economically justified. W 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. ti 
Colonel Tarsox. Mr. Chairman, I am Col. Robert M. Tarbox, b 
Assistant Chief of Civil Works for the Southwestern Divisions. C 
I have with me Mr. Robert Thompson and Mr. Harry Ernst of the Js 
Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. r 
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My first project is Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry 
Levee Districts, Arkansas. 

This project concerns modification of the existing flood control 
project for Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry Levee Dis- 
tricts located in northeastern Arkansas near Newport. 

The favorable report of the Chief of Engineers, published as House 
Document 225, 86th Congress, was submitted to Congress on Septem- 
ber 3, 1959, in response to a resolution by the House committee 
adopted July 23, 1946. 

The existing project. provides for raising, enlarging, and connecting. 
the existing levees on the left bank of the White River, and extending 
them to high ground; gated culverts were provided in the levees to 
prevent high water from the White River from entering and to dis- 
pose:of internal drainage after floods in the White River recede. 

The levee was completed in 1940. The existing Federal project for 
the White River Basin also includes nine reservoirs, all but one of 
which are upstream from the area under consideration. Four reser- 
voirs, Clearwater, Bull Shoals, Norfolk, and Table Rock are essen- 
tially complete and in operation, and construction has been initiated 
on Beaver Reservoir. 

Local interests desire that the channels draining the area back of 
the levees be cleared, and that culverts and pumping stations be con- 
structed to dispose of the interior drainage. This would permit in- 
creased crop yields, better land use, and a general betterment of condi- 
tions in the area. They have expressed their willingness and ability 
to meet indicated requirements of local cooperation. 

After careful consideration of the flood problems, the desires of 
local interests, and information furnished by the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, the Chief of Engineers recommends modification of 
the existing project for Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry 
Levee Districts to provide for clearing and enlarging about 14.7 miles 
of old channels, constructing 10.6 miles of new channels, and con- 
structing facilities for mitigation of fish and wildlife losses. 

Estimated cost of the project is $617,000, of which Federal costs 
are $294,000, and non-Federal costs are $323,000, respectively. An- 
nual benefits are estingated to be $52,140. With annual charges of 
$29,210, the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.8 to 1. 

Local interests are required to furnish without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construc- 
tion of the project; to hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to construction work; provide lands or easements for 
the necessary pondage area for storage of runoff during periods 
of high water and hold and save the United States free from claims 
as a result of flooding from residual interior drainage during the 
operation of the project; to maintain and operate all the works after 
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary of the Army; to make any alterations to existing improvements 
which may be required ; to construct such on-the-farm drainage facili- 
ties as are necessary to obtain the drainage benefits made available 
by the plan of improvement, and to inform all individuals con- 
cerned, in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army, that 
some flooding will continue to occur because of the temporary 
ponding. 
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The State of Arkansas stated that a plan including pumps, which (T 
would reduce the ponding area required, was the only plan which 
would provide the required flood relief. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Interior proposed a plan of improve- 
ment to mitigate fish and wildlife losses which was included in the} _,,, 
recommended plan. at th 

The Department of Agriculture commented favorably, and the} 21 mi 
Bureau of the Budget had no objection to the submission of the report. } _ Rei 
That completes my statement, sir. ~~ 

Senator Muskie (presiding). There is no estimate as to the cost} py, 
of the proposal of the State of Arkansas? land 

Colonel 'Tarnox. Yes, sir. We have that information. The aver- | and : 
age annual charges amount to $86,760; the Federal cost amounts to oe 
$1,272,000; the non-Federal costs amount to $336,000. we 

Senator Muskie. The benefit-to-cost ratio would be substantially | chan 
less than unity ? nel ¢ 

Colonel Tarsox. The benefit-to-cost ratio is right at unity. left 

Senator Muskie. Would you go over those areas, the ponding areas, | Sy 
that you were describing ? of th 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Area 1 encloses an area of 2,930 acres. That is the plan recom- 
mended by the corps. +m 

The ponding would occur after rains which occur when the river 
is in flood already, and the gated culverts have to be closed to wait 
for the river to subside. 

If we put in a pump at the rate of 300,000 gallons per minute that 
area for ponding would be reduced to 970 acres. = 

Senator Muskie. Or what percentage of the first figure? ari 

Colonel Tarsox. Excuse me, of cost ? ie 

Senator Muskie. What percentage would that be of the total! I 

Colonel Tarnox. It would be about one-third, sir, one-third in area. F 

Senator Muskie. All right. What is this area used for now? 

Colonel Tarsox. It is only marginal land that is used somewhat | nm 
for agriculture, but cannot be counted on because of periodic flooding, i 
sir. 

Senator Musxie. Is it the intent or is it the thought of the State J __ 
of Arkansas that that additional 2,000 acres could be put to some 
more constructive use? : 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. It would be put to higher type use in | gg, 
that case. ent 

Senator Musxir. Farming? be 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes. That is farming country. It is pretty well - 





wooded right now. Our survey showed that if the ponding area or 
if the flooded area within the levees was reduced, that some of the 
wooded area would be cleared and go to farming, but they would 
not do it under present circumstances. 

Senator Muskie. But in computing the benefit-to-cost ratio for the 
State's proposal, did you include the possible value of these 2,000 
acres ¢ 

Colonel Tarsox. We have computed it in this manner, sir, to show 
that the benefits of the additional increment compared to the costs 
would have a ratio of only 0.62; in other words, the benefits do not 
justify the increased costs. 
Senator Musk. Thank you. 
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(The justification referred to follows :) 


Bie Fossrt Creek, RicHLAND HILLs, Tex. 
(H. Doe. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—Big Fossil Creek is a tributary of the west fork of Trinity River 
at the easterly outskirts of Fort Worth, Tex. It has a total length of about 
21 miles and drains an area of about 75 square miles. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the House Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors adopted February 28, 1945. 

Ezisting project—No Federal flood control project in the basin. 

Flood problem..—The main problem area on Big Fossil Creek is in the Rich- 
land Hills area, a suburban community, along the left bank between miles 2 
and 3.5. The flood plain within Richland Hills comprises about 30 city blocks 
totaling 174 acres of primarily residential development with an estimated 
value of $4,860,000. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Enlargement and realinement of the 
channel between approximate miles 1.5 and 3.6; clearance of the existing chan- 
nel downstream from approximate mile 1.5; construction of a levee along the 
left bank of the realined and enlarged channel; construction of the neces- 
sary interior drainage facilities, including a storm-drain interceptor, a sump 
area, a pumping station, and gated culverts through the levee; and extension 
of the railroad bridge at mile 1.95 on Big Fossil Creek. 


Estimated cost (price level of January 1959) 
PORE A | sqm recrtrseia natin eesti nic nig tities Rint pth tsbhticlialite dthcaaacs lokdtkt $1, 861, 400 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization..._...............-.. ada sin itor $66, 900 $22, 200 $89, 100 
RR NUOR RELIC GING CCI NENNIE oo 6 orice o snide cbndunwanmnssié acd<abbeseeus 15, 000 15, 000 
FNS 5p idsds edeiec ibs headacdewalialasebids dienwibe 66, 900 37, 200 104, 100 
Annual benefits: 
DN SNORE icc tsasatesasnetcevdqnacauemebadeecabcetsaasbesieabskewasees 138, 600 
pT ENG s ahs cnc cscade cowed audhernsancoundaesistertoaaddunes te naseebae aden ne 
Total__ 140, 





Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 

Local cOoperation.—Prior to initiation of construction, (@) contribute in 
cash an amount equal to 0.46 percent of the cost for construction due to land 
enhancement, an amount presently estimated at $8,600, the final adjustment to 
be made after actual costs have been determined; and (b) give assurances 
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will: (1) furnish without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction of the project, including those required for the sump area; (2) 
make any alterations to existing improvements, exclusive of railroad facilities, 
which may be required for construction of the project; (3) hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to the construction works; (4) prohibit 
encroachment in the sump area and on the flood-carrying capacity of the im- 
proved channels; and (5) maintain and operate all the works after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. They 
have indicated a willingness to cooperate in the improvement. 

Oomments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior : Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable, 
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Colonel Tarsox. Sir, my next project is Big Fossil Creek, Richland | 


Hills, Fort Worth, Tex. 

This is an interim report on the Trinity River and its tributaries. 
It concerns measures for the prevention of flood damage by Big 
Fossil Creek in the city of Richland Hills, a suburb of Fort 
Worth, Tex. 

This report was prepared in partial response to a resolution by the 
House Committee on Rivers and Harbors adopted February 28, 1945. 

Big Fossil Creek is a tributary of the West Fork of the Trinity River 
at the outskirts of Fort Worth, Tex. It has a total length of about 21 
miles, and drains an area of about 75 square miles. The town of Rich- 
land Hills had a population estimated at 7,500 in 1957, and it is prin- 
cipally residential. 

The main problem area on Big Fossil Creek is in the Richland Hills 
area along the left bank between miles 2 and 3.5. Flooding in this 
area is caused by headwater floods on Big Fossil Creek, by backwater 
from the West Fork of the Trinity River, or by a combination of 
those two conditions. Available information indicates that in the 
period 1900-1957 there were 15 floods which would cause damages 
in Richland Hills under present conditions. The maximum of these 
floods occurred in April 1942. 

Recurrence of the maximum flood would cause damages estimated 
at, $1,096,000. There is no existing Federal project in this area. 

Local interests desire elimination ofthe flood hazard in the Rich- 
land Hills area, inclusion of a water conservation storage in any 
reservoir study, and elimination of flooding on Little Fossil Creek to 
include protection of Fort Worth sewage lift station. 

After careful consideration of the flood problem and the desires 
of local interests, the Chief of Engineers finds that flood damages 
in the Big Fossil Creek watershed are of sufficient magnitude and 
concentration to warrant remedial works only in the Richland Hills 
area at this time. Accordingly, he recommends improvement of Big 
Fossil Creek, Richland Hills, Tex., for flood control by enlarging 
and realining the channel between approximate miles 1.5 and 3.6; 
clearing the existing channel downstream from approximately mile 
1.5; constructing a levee along the left bank of the realined and en- 
larged channel; constructing necessary interior drainage facilities; 
and extending the railroad bridge at mile 1.95 on Big Fossil Creek. 

The estimated first cost of construction is $2,299,000, of which 
$1,861,400 would be Federal and $437,600 would be non-Federal. 
Total annual charges are $104,100 and average annual benefits are 
$140,300, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. 

Local interests are required to give assurances that they will, prior 
to initiation of construction, contribute in cash an amount equal to 
0.46 percent of the cost for construction due to land enhancement, an 
amount presently estimated at $8,600, the final adjustment to be made 
after actual costs have been determined; and give assurances satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Army that they will furnish all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way; make any alterations to existing im- 
provements, exclusive of railroad facilities; hold and save the United 
States free from damages; prohibit encroachment in the sump area 
and on the flood-carrying capacity of the improved channels; and 
maintain and operate all the works after completion. They have in- 
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dicated their willingness to meet the requirements of local co- 
operation. 

The report is out for review now, Mr. Chairman, sent out on 
February 10, 1960. 

We have not received comments from the State of Texas as yet. 
We have received favorable comments from the Department of the 
Interior and the Department of Commerce. We have not heard 
from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
Department of Agriculture. 

ir, that concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Nor from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Colonel Tarsox. We will not submit it to the Bureau of the Budget 
for clearance until after we get all the comments. 

Senator Kerr. This $437,600 cost of non-Federal participation is 
your estimate of the cost of the requirements which are set out for 
local cooperation ? 

Colonel Tarsox. That is lands and damages and alteration of utili- 
ties, plus the land enhancement above that. 

Senator Kerr. All right. A statement by Senator Johnson of 
Texas on this project will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON 


BIG FOSSIL CREEK, RICHMOND HILLS, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman, Big Fossil Creek is a tributary of the West Fork of the Trin- 
ity River at the easterly outskirts of Fort Worth, Tex. It has a total length of 
about 21 miles and drains an area of about 75 square miles. Richmond Hills, 
with a population of about 7,500, is principally a residential area with some 
commercial and industrial development. 

The community of Richmond Hills is located along the left bank of Big 
Fossil Creek. About 30 city blocks totaling 174 acres of primarily residential 
development are in the flood plain. The area has an estimated value of nearly 
$5 million. It has been estimated that a recurrence of the flood of 1942, the 
maximum of record, would result in damages estimated at nearly a million 
dollars. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the flood problem on Big Fossil Creek 
and recommends the construction of channel improvement works to alleviate 
flood conditions. He estimates the cost at $2,299,000, of which $437,600 would 
be borne by local interests. The project is economically justified, having a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I urge your approval of this 
meritorious project in order that it may be acted upon by the Congress at an 
early date. 


(The justification of the next project is as follows:) 


Fort WortH FLoopway, Tex. 


Location.—Fort Worth is located on the West Fork of Trinity River in north- 
central Texas. The West Fork watershed contains 3,502 square miles of which 
2,088 are upstream from the existing Fort Worth Floodway. Clear Fork, the 
main tributary, joins the West Fork 6 miles downstream from the head of the 
existing floodway. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution, House Committee on Public Works, 
adopted June 27, 1957. 

Existing project—F¥ederal projects for flood control in the area consist of the 
Fort Worth Floodway, extending along a 13-mile reach on the West Fork and 
1.2 miles on the Clear Fork in the city of Fort Worth and Benbrook Reservoir 
at mile 15 on the Clear Fork. The Soil Conservation Service has constructed 
flood-detention reservoirs in the headwaters of the West Fork and the Clear 
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Fork and it is planning additional units in the two watersheds. Local interests 
have constructed water conservation reservoirs on the West Fork at Lake 
Worth, Eagle Mountain Lake, and Lake Bridgeport, 7, 19, and 63 miles above 
the existing Fort Worth Floodway, which provide some flood protection to down- 
stream areas, through use of surcharge storage. In addition local interests 
have constructed two reservoirs for flood control and recreation in the Marine 
Creek watershed, a tributary to the West Fork immediately downstream from 
the mouth of Clear Fork, and two levees on the right bank of the Clear Fork 
at the head of the Fort Worth Floodway. 

Flood problem.—A serious flood problem exists along the West Fork in the 
7-mile reach between the Lake Worth Dam and the head of the existing flood- 
way. The areas in this reach which are subject to inundation total about 784 
acres and the property value is about $12,121,000, of which 83 percent is 
residential. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Upstream extension of the Fort Worth 
Floodway on the West Fork to the vicinity of Lake Worth to include (a) en- 
larging and realining the channel of West Fork between about mile 654.5 and 
570.4 and of the lower 0.6 mile of Farmers Branch; (b) constructing levees 
along 2.1 miles of the left bank and 5.8 miles of right bank of the improved 
channels of West Fork; (c) constructing necessary interior drainage facilities, 
including sump-storage areas, gated culverts, and a diversion channel in lieu of 
additional sump areas; (d) filling two unprotected areas adjacent to the im- 
proved channels to elevations about 2 feet above design water surface utilizing 
waste material from the channel. 


Estimated cost (price level, January 1959) 


Federal 
Non-Federal 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization $82, 900 $148, 600 $231, 500 
Operation and maintenance 0 70, 000 70, 00 


82, 900 218, 600 301, 500 


Annual benefits: 
Flood damages prevented 
Land enhancement 


Total 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. 

Local cooperation—Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way including 
sump area; hold and save the United States free from damages; maintain and 
operate the project; make alterations to existing improvements; prohibit en- 
croachment in the sump areas and flood carrying capacity of floodway extension. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 


Colonel Tarnox. Sir, my next report is on Fort Worth Floodway, 
Tex. This is an interim report on the watershed of the West Fork 
of the Trinity River. It concerns modification of the existing flood 
control project at Fort Worth, Tex. This report is being prepared in 

artial response to a resolution by the House Committee on Public 
Works adopted June 27, 1957. 

Fort Worth is located on the West Fork of the Trinity River in 

north-central Texas. The watershed of the West Fork drains an 
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area of about 3,500 square miles, of which nearly 2,100 are upstream 
from the existing Fort Worth Floodway. Fort Worth, the largest 
city in the watershed, had an estimated population of 307,000 in 1957. 

The existing projects for flood control in the watershed consist of 
the Fort Worth Floodway, extending along a 13-mile reach on the 
West Fork and 1.2 miles on the Clear Fork in the city of Fort Worth, 
and Benbrook Reservoir at mile 15 on the Clear Fork. 

Local interests desire elimination of the flood hazard in the reach 
of the West Fork between the Lake Worth Dam and the head of the 
existing floodway, about 7 miles upstream. The area subject to inun- 
dation in this reach totals 784 acres of urban land. The area includes 
several extensive residential sections, a boys’ camp, a recreational 

ark, a portion of Carswell Air Force Base, and an undeveloped area. 

alue of the property in this area is more than $12 million. A recur- 
rence of the May 1957 flood would result in damages of about 
$2,140,000. 

After careful consideration of the flood problem and the desires 
of local interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends modification of 
the existing Fort Worth Floodway to provide upstream extension 
of the floodway on the West Fork of Trinity River to the vicinity 
of Lake Worth, to include enlarging and realining the channel of the 
West Fork between about mile 564.5 and mile 570.4, and of the lower 
0.6 mile of Farmers Branch; constructing levees along 2.1 miles of 
the left bank and 5.8 miles of the right bank of the improved channel 
of West Fork; constructing necessary interior drainage facilities, 
including sump areas, gated culverts, and a diversion in lieu of addi- 
tional sump areas; and filling two unprotected areas adjacent to 


the improved channel, oe waste materials from the channel. 
1e 


The estimated first cost of the recommended plan is $5,343,000, of 
which $2,241,000 would be Federal and $3,102,000 would be non-Fed- 
eral. Total annual charges are $301,500, and annual benefits are 
$350,900, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2 to 1. 

Local interests are required to furnish without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for con- 
struction, including those required for sump areas; to make any 
alterations to existing improvements which may be required for con- 
struction; to hold and have the United States free from damages; to 
prohibit encroachment in the sump area and on the flood-carrying 
capacity of the floodway extension; and to maintain and operate all 
the works after completion. They have indicated their willingness 
to meet the requirements of local cooperation. 

The proposed report of the Chief of Engineers was submitted to 
the State of Texas and Federal agencies concerned for review and 
comment on January 27, 1960. 

We have not yet received favorable comments of the State of Texas. 
We have received favorable comments from the Departments of In- 
terior and Commerce; we have not received any comments from the 
Department of Agriculture. 

ir, that completes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. How about the budget? 

Colonel Tarsox. Sir, we will not submit it to the Bureau of the 
Budget until after we have received all the comments. 


44845—60—pt. 3——6 
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Senator Kerr. In other words, it has not yet been reported on by 
the Budget? 

Colonel Tarsox. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. A statement by Senator Lyndon John- 
son on this project will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE FORT WORTH, TEX., FLOODWAY EXTENSION 


Mr. Chairman, the city of Fort Worth is located in Tarrant County in the 
upper Trinity River Basin. The West Fork of the Trinity River and its prin- 
cipal tributary, the Clear Fork, pass through the city of Fort Worth and have 
their confluence near the center of the city. The economy of the West Fork 
watershed is well balanced between farming and ranching in the upper portions 
of ‘the watershed and highly diversified industrial development in the lower 
portions. There is an extensive production of beef cattle, poultry, goats, sheep, 
swine, and dairy products. Principal farm crops are cotton, wheat, oats, 
sorghums, corn, peanuts, watermelons, alfalfa, clover, fruits, and vegetables. 
There is considerable production of oil, natural gas, brick and tile clay, sand, 
gravel, and building stone and limestone. Several small deposits of coal are 
found in the area. Industries in the watershed include some of the Nation’s 
largest aircraft manufacturing plants, automobile assembly plants, oil refineries, 
flour mills, meatpacking, cottonseed oil processing, poultry processing, produc- 
tion of stone products and portland cement, and factories for manufacturing 
oilfield equipment, leather goods, and garments. 

Fort Worth is the largest city lying wholly within the West Fork watershed. 
It is one of the four great metropolitan counties of Texas. The city is out- 
standing as a national livestock and grain market and is a jobbing and whole- 
sale center for a wide area. It is the hub of rail, highway, and air transporta- 
tion systems with extensive railroad construction and repair shops, and a lead- 
ing airplane manufacturing center. 

A serious flood problem exists in the 7-mile reach between the Lake Worth 
Dam and the head of the existing floodway. Developments in the flood plain 
are within the corporate limits of Fort Worth, Westworth Village, and River 
Oaks. They consist of five street or highway crossings, various business estab- 
lishments, and undeveloped portion of Carswell Air Force Base, several resi- 
dential areas, two recreational areas, and a Federal fish cultural station. The 
value of property in the flood plain is estimated at over $12 million. It has 
been estimated that a recurrence of the flood of May 1957, the maximum of 
record, would cause damages estimated at $2,139,000, under existing conditions. 
The average annual damages are estimated at $297,000. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the flood problem in the West Fork 
area and is of the opinion that the most practical plan for protection of the 
area is by modification of the existing project for Trinity River, Tex., to pro- 
vide for the upstream extension of the Fort Worth Floodway on the West Fork 
to the vicinity of Lake Worth Dam. The project is estimated to cost $5,343,000, 
of which local interests are required to pay $3,102,000. The project is eco- 
nomically justified. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in view of the urgent and im- 
mediate need for the construction of the proposed floodway extension project, 
I sincerely hope you will give favorable consideration to its approval. 


The justification for the next project is as follows: 


Texas Ciry CHANNEL, TEX. 
(H. Doc. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—The Texas City Channel is a deepwater navigation facility ex- 
tending in a northwesterly direction about 6.5 miles from the Bolivar Roads 
anchorage across the southwestern part of Galveston Bay to Texas City located 
on the western shore of the bay about 8 miles northwest of the city of Galveston. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution, House Committee on Public Works, 
adopted April 21, 1950. 
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Existing project—The authorized Federal project provides for a channel 
400 feet wide and 36 feet deep at mean low water from deepwater in Galveston 
Bay to the turning basin at Texas City, a distance of about 6%4 miles; a turn- 
ing basin 36 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 4,253 feet long; and a pile and 
clay dike 28,200 feet long alongside a rubble-mound dike 27,600 feet long north 
of the channel. Completion of the project except the southerly 1,000 feet of 
the turning basin, which is awaiting local cooperation, is scheduled for March 
1960. 

Navigation problem.—The channel connects in Bolivar Roads with the Gal- 
yeston Harbor Channel and Houston Ship Channel, both authorized for a mini- 
mum depth of 40 feet. Local interests claim that widening and easing of bends 
and deepening the channel and turning basin are necessary to relieve existing 
hazards and provide for safe use by supertankers. Local interests also believe 
that the industrial barge canal, which is open to public development and use, 
should be incorporated into the Federal project and enlarged to adequately 
serve existing and prospective commerce. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—The proposed plan consists of deepen- 
ing the channel and turning basin to 40 feet and widening the approach to the 
turning basin. Also the plan incorporates the industrial barge canal into the 
Federal project and provides for widening it by 45 feet to the barge turning 
basin. In addition, it provides that the present requirement that local interests 
construct a common-carrier oil terminal on the authorized 1,000-foot extension 
to the turning basin be revoked. 


Estimated cost (price level of June 1959) 


Deep-draft Industrial Total 
channel barge canal 


$122, 000 $1, 605, 000 
55, 000 55, 000 


177,000 1, 660, 000 


Projeot economics 


Federal Non-Federal 








Annual! charges: 
Deep-draft channel: 
Interest and amortization. . . $53, 000 $53, 000 
Maintenance and operation. - ---- -- 12, 000 12, 000 
Total : i . : , 65, 000 65, 000 


Industrial barge canal: 
'nterest and amortization. a . 4, 300 3, 7, 300 
Maintenance and operation. s ieeialteniaa te 4 122,700 2, 700 


2 eee ia a Z d 10, 000 


Annual benefits: 
Deep-draft channel: 
Transportation savings haga ; eobteteal 288, 000 
Reduction in hazards saergaeitcn ee Ka : 15, 000 
Total...... wees a a 303, 000 
Industrial barge canal: Reduction in hazards fe : 12, 000 





! Exclusive of $5,000 annual maintenance on existing local project to be assumed by Federal Government, 
? Includes $700 maintenance of navigation aids. 


Benefit-cost ratio—Deep-draft channel, 4.7; industrial barge canal, 1.2. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas; make alterations to existing im- 
provements; and hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction and maintenance of the project. 


Colonel Tarsox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
next project is the Texas City Channel, Tex. 
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This is an interim report on Galveston Harbor and Channel, the 
Houston ship channel, and Texas City Channel, Tex. It concerns 
modification of the existing navigation channel to Texas City, Tex. 
This report is being prepared in partial response to a resolution by 
the House Committee on Public Works adopted April 21, 1950. 

The Texas City Channel is a deepwater navigation facility extend- 
ing in a northeasterly direction about 6144 miles from the Bolivar 
Roads anchorage across the southwestern part of Galveston Bay to 
Texas City located on the western shore of the bay about 8 miles 
northwest of the city of Galveston. 

The authorized Federal project provides for a channel 400 feet 
wide and 36 feet deep at mean low water from deep water in Galveston 
Bay to the turning basin at Texas City, a distance of about 614 miles; 
a turning basin 36 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 4,253 feet long, and 
a pile and clay dike about 5.3 miles long north of the channel. Com- 
pletion of the project, except for the southerly 1,000 feet of the turn- 
ing basin, which is awaiting local cooperation, is scheduled for March 
1960. 

Senator Kerr. Say that again. 

Colonel Tarsox. Completion of the authorized project that is under 
construction, sir, is scheduled for the spring of 1960. 

Senator Kerr. What is the authorized project ? 

Colonel Tarsox. It is a channel 400 feet wide and 36 feet deep 
at mean low water from deep water in Galveston Bay to the turning 
basin in Texas City, with a turning basin 36 feet deep there, sir. 

Senator Kerr. at is the project that you are reporting on? 

Colonel Tarsox. It is the widening and deepening of the author- 
ized project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Of the same channel? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The channel that is under construction was author- 
ized when? Well, 2,4 years ago? 

Colonel Tarsox. It was authorized in 1948, sir. 

Senator Kerr. When did construction start ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Sir, may I supply that for the record? We don’t 
have that available here. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

The deepening of the Texas City Channel to 36 feet, with the exception of 
the turning basin extension, was started in fiscal year 1959. 

Senator Kerr. How much wider and how much deeper would the 

roject be developed if this authorization were granted and 
implemented ? 

Eclonel Tarsox. Sir, we would not widen the entire channel ex- 
cept at certain spots, but we would recommend deepening to 40 feet. 
I can cover the desires of local interests, sir, and our recommenda- 
tions—I have them here; I have not come to them yet. 

Senator Krrr. I have kind of an eighth grade mind here, and I 
have to get things as I can and in relation to things as I see them, 

ou see. 
7 Whose initiation is this additional authorization ? 

Colonel Tarsox. The local interests requested widening and deep- 
ening the channel, sir; and also they want to widen the industrial 
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barge canal and to have that incorporated into the Federal project, 
too, sir. 

Senator Kerr. But without this authorization this channel that 

ou have outlined there will be completed through the Galveston 
Harbor and then across the bay to Texas City and down including 
the turn-around—— 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). Without this authorization ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Tarsox. The local interests have constructed the indus- 
trial barge canal, which is shown on the chart, southwestward from 
the southern end of the deepwater turning basin to 16 feet deep and 
80 feet wide for a distance of 1.6 miles, sir; thence at a depth of 
12 feet for one-tenth of a mile, and increasing to a width of 150 
feet for a little over two-tenths of a mile to a turning basin which 
is 12 feet deep, 400 feet wide, and 415 feet long. 

Local interests desire widening, easing of bends, and deepening 
the channel and turning basin in order to relieve existing hazards 
and provide safe use by supertankers. They also desire that the 
industrial barge canal, which is open to the public use and develop- 
ment, be incorporated into the Federal project and enlarged to ade- 
quately serve existing and prospective commerce. 

After careful consideration of the problem and the desires of local 
interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the 
authorized project for the Texas City Channel to provide for deep- 
ening of the channel and the turning basin to 40 feet and widening 
the approach to the turning basin; incorporating the industrial 
barge canal into the Federal project, and for widening it by 35 feet 
to the barge turning basin. It also provides that the present require- 
ment that local interests construct a common carrier oil terminal on 
the authorized 1,000-foot extension to the deep-draft turning basin 
be revoked. 

Senator Kerr. Be what? 

Colonel Tarsox. The requirement that they construct the common 
carrier oil terminal be revoked, sir; that they do not have to construct 
that. 

Senator Kerr. That the local interests not have to construct that? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. The estimated 

Senator Muskie. Was this a requirement? Is this already part 
of the authorized project ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Of the authorized project, sir. 

The local interests’ reason for requesting this is that they already 
have oil terminal facilities in the already constructed part of the 
turning basin there, and this is unnecessarily restrictive, they feel, in 
developing the remaining 1,000 feet. They have offers for other types 
of development in that area and they feel that—— 

Senator Kerr. In other words, what they have already done, in 
the judgment of the corps, meets the obligation or burden put upon 
them by the authorization ¢ 

Colonel Tarnox. Yes, sir. 

The estimated first cost of the recommended plan is $1,660,000, 
of which $1,605,000 is Federal and $55,000 is non-Federal. 
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The cost of the deep-draft channel improvement is $1,483,000, all 
Federal, and the cost of improving the industrial barge canal is 
$177,000, of which $122,000 is Federal and $55,000 is non-Federal. 

Annual charges for the deep-draft channel are $65,000 and annual 
benefits are $303,000, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 4.7. Annual 
charges for improvement of the industrial barge canal are $10,000 
and annual benefits are $12,000, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2. 

The proposed report of the Chief of Engineers has been submitted 
to the State of Texas and Federal agencies for review and comment. 
We have not yet received any replies to date, sir. 

That completes my statement on this project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. A statement by Senator Lyndon Johnson 
on the Texas City Channel will be placed in the record at this point. 
’ (The statement referred to follows :) 





STATEMENT OF Hon. LYNDON B. JOHNSON IN SupPporRT OF AUTHORIZATION OF 
Texas Crry CHANNEL, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman, the Texas City Channel is a deepwater navigation facility 
extending from the Bolivar Roads anchorage across the southwestern part of 
Galveston Bay to Texas City located on the western shore of the bay about 8 
miles northwest of Galveston. 

The immediate tributary area is well developed in both agriculture and in- 
dustry. The production of oil and processing of petrochemical products are 
particularly important. Several large refineries and chemical plants are 
located in and near the city. 

The Chief of Engineers considered the desires of local interests and recom- 
mends modification of the authorized project to provide for deepening the 
channel and turning basin from 36 feet to 40 feet and adoption of the locally 
constructed industrial barge canal as a Federal project and widening it by 
45 feet. The recommended project will contribute materially to the further 
development of this general area and the nation as a whole. 

The estimated cost of the project is $1,660,000, of which $1,605,000 is Federal 
and $55,000 is non-Federal. The project is economically justified. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to present my statement in support of this project and sincerely hope you will 
see fit to include it in the pending omnibus bill. 


Data on the next project is as follows: 
















JORDAN River Bastin—Sart LAKE City STREAMS, UTAH 
(H. Doe. 213, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—The area considered includes a 130-square-mile portion of the 
Jordan River Basin in north central Utah. It includes several streams which 
originate in the Wasatch Moutain Range east of Salt Lake City and flow through 
the city into Jordan River. 

Authority.—Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938. 

Existing project.—There are no authorized Federal flood control projects on 
Salt Lake City streams. A Federal project on Jordan River at Salt Lake City, 
now under construction, provides for enlargement of Surplus Canal to bypass 
excess floodwaters from Jordan River around the city to Great Salt Lake. 

Flood problem.—F loods occur intermittently in urban areas of Salt Lake City 
and the city is faced with an impending municipal water supply shortage. 
Flooding on the four creeks flowing through the city is caused by snowmelt or 
by a combination of snowmelt and rainfall, usually during the months of May 
and June. Flooding is also caused by cloudburst type of rainfall of small areal 
extent in the foothills in late summer. The maximum flood of record occurred 
in April-May 1952 and covered about 75 city blocks—1,500 homes were in- 
undated and about 3,000 residents were evacuated. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—An 8,000-acre-foot reservoir in Parleys 
Creek watershed to operate jointly with existing 3,200-acre-foot reservoir for 
flood control and water supply. 
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Estimated cost (price’level July 1958) 


Federal * $6, 060, 000 
Non-Federal soltsini 340, 000 


6, 400, 000 
1 The sum of $2,209,000 to be repaid to the Federal Government for water supply. 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 





Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization ‘ $142, 000 $92, 000 $234, 000 
Maintenance, operation and replacements 0 24, 000 24,000 

116, 000 258, 000 


Annual benefits: 
ee SE NUN ie, ls oh 2 se ecatincke haaden pa dnioctmoeenabencdtaadedosen 210, 000 
Municipal water supply 131, 000 





Local cooperation.—(a) Reimburse the United States for 36.5 percent of 
the Federal construction cost, an amount presently estimated at $2,209,000, 
to be paid either (1) in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction, 
(2) in annual amounts during the period of construction, proportional to the 
estimated annual Federal construction costs, or (3) in equal annual payments, 
including interest during construction and interest on the unpaid balance, 
not to exced 50 years from the date on which storage is first used for water 
supply purposes; (b) furnish without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the works, including 
the undertaking of all necessary alterations and relocations of highways, 
utilities, and other structures; (c) maintain and operate the project without 
cost to the United States as a coordinated unit with the existing Mountain 
Dell Reservoir, both projects to be operated for flood control in accordance 
with rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; 
(d) settle in accordance with applicable State laws all water rights problems 
related to construction and operation of the project; and (e) preserve or 
restore and thereafter maintain the stream channel downstream from the two 
reservoirs to Jordan River to the capacity existing in 1958. The ultimate 
construction cost to the United States is estimated at $3,851,000. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 
Federal Power Commission: Favorable. 
State of Utah: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—The Budget had no objection to 
the submission of the proposed report to the Congress, but recommended that 
further flood-control authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal 
participation be deferred until the Congress has had the opportunity to consider 
and enact the provisions of the legislation proposed by the President on uniform 
cost sharing standards for flood-protection projects. 


Colonel Tarsox. I have one more project on the Jordan River, Utah. 

This project under consideration is for flood control and municipal 
water supply in connection with the Salt Lake City streams of the 
Jordan River Basin in Utah. A study of the area was authorized 
by the Flood Control Act approved 28 June 1938. The favorable 
report of the Chief of Engineers submitted to Congress on August 
6, 1959, has been published as House Document No. 213, 86th Con- 
gress, Ist Session. 
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The report covers a generally rectangular area some 8 by 16 miles 
in extent, located in and adjacent to Salt Lake City in north-central 
Utah. Salt Lake City, in addition to being the capital of Utah, is 
a focal point of the principal political, industrial, and cultural activi- 
ties of Utah as well as portions of the adjacent States. 

In the decade between 1940 and 1950 the population of Salt Lake 
City has increased 21 percent, and according to available information 
the rapid growth is continuing. 

The principal floods of record on the creeks considered have been 
predominantly of snowmelt origin and have occurred in April, May, 
and June. Such floods are characterized by prolonged high stages 
and flows in excess of channel capacities, and they may prevail for 
several weeks. During the floods of 1922 and 1952 the capacity of 
the 13th Street conduit was exceeded for about 30 days. The flood 
of 1952 was the largest of record and flooded some 75 blocks within 
the city. This amounts to about 1,000 acres, and the flood caused 
damages evaluated at $2.5 million. Total damage from all floods 
during the past 50 years is estimated to be about $9.7 million, of 
which 65 percent resulted from floods of the snowmelt type. 

Consideration was given to single-purpose and multipurpose res- 
ervoirs, intercepting floodways, channel enlargements, and various 
combinations of these. A combination flood control and water supply 
See was determined to be the most economical and desirable 
solution. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that an earthfill dam and 
reservoir with a total capacity of 8,000 acre-feet be constructed at 
the Little Dell site above the existing Mountain Dell Reservoir, to 
be operated in conjunction with that reservoir for flood control and 
water supply, with an allowance of 300 acre-feet for sedimentation, 
and effective storage of 7,700 acre-feet to be available. 

This plan of improvement will afford a very high degree of pro- 
tection from floods caused by melting snow and concurrent rainfall. 
Joint operation of the recommended reservoir together with the 
existing reservoir would prevent all damages from a flood on the 
entire group of creeks examined, equal to about 94 percent of the 
standard project flood for the group. Dependable water supply yield 
will be increased from 5,540 acre-feet per year to 9,400 acre-feet per 
year, thus providing about 114 billion gallons of new water per year. 

Senator Kerr. Wait a minute. How much is that a day? Four 
or five million gallons? 

Colonel Tarsox. Around 4 million gallons; yes, sir. 

The estimated first cost of the plan is $6,400,000, of which $2,549,000 
is non-Federal. Average annual costs are $258,000, and benefits 
$341,000, for a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 

Local interests would be required to provide lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way ; to accomplish alterations and relocations of highways 
and utilities; to resolve water rights problems; maintain the down- 
stream channel to existing capacity; maintain and operate the proj- 
ect after completion, and repay that part of the project cost allocated 
to water supply, which is 36.5 percent of Federal construction costs, 
and is presently estimated at $2,209,000. Local interests have indi- 
cated a willingness to fulfill these requirements. 
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The authorized representative of the State of Utah has agreed 
with the report and solicits favorable consideration thereof by the 
Congress. The Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and Interior 
have commented favorably on the report, and the Chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission has stated that the power that could be 
developed would be very small in amount and is not favorable for 
development. The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there 
would be no objection to the submission of the proposed report to 
the Congress, it would recommend that further flood control author- 
izations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal participation be 
deferred until Congress has had an opportunity to consider and 
take action on S. 2060. 

Senator Kerr. That isthe bill introduced by Senator Bush? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Tarsox. That completes the projects in my presentation, 
Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Moss. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I would like to 
put in the record. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. It will be made a part of the record 
at this point, and also a statement by Senator Bennett. 

(The statements of Senators Moss and Bennett follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK FE. Moss, DeMocRAT, OF UTAH, BEerorE SENATE 
Pusitic WorKs COMMITTEE RE LITTLE DELL RESERVOIR 


Senator Kerr, and members of the subcommittee, I have an amendment pend- 
ing to H.R. 7634 which would authorize construction of the Little Dell Dam and 
Reservoir, Jordan River Basin, Utah, substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 213, 86th Congress. 
I ask that the amendment be adopted. Senator Bennett has introduced a bill to 
accomplish the same result.) 

Little Dell Dam and Reservoir would be located on Dell Creek, a tributary of 
Parleys Creek in Salt Lake County, Utah. The estimated Federal cost would 
be $3,851,000. Construction would prevent serious flood damage in Salt Lake 
City, and would offset an impending municipal water supply shortage by making 
available a minimum of almost 4,000 acre-feet of water annually. 

As many of you know, Salt Lake City is located in the foothills of the Wasatch 
Mountains. It is a magnificant location, but one which places many of its homes 
directly in the path of floods both in the early spring when the snows melt and 
rains are heavy, and again in the late summer in the cloudburst season. Streams 
which rise in the Wasatch Mountains and drain an area of 130 square mils run 
directly through the city on their way to the Jordan River. The maximum flood 
or record occurred in April-May 1952, when about 75 city blocks were covered. 
1,500 homes were inundated and about 3,000 residents were evacuated. 

There are no authorized flood control projects on these Salt Lake City streams. 
Little Dell Dam would be located about 1.5 miles upstream from the existing 
Mountain Dell Dam on Parleys Creek, and would be 170 feet high and 1,400 
feet long. The reservoir would have a capacity of 8,000 acre-feet, controlling 
the runoff from a 16-square-mile area, and would be operated in conjunction 
with the 3,200 acre-feet Mountain Dell Reservoir for flood control and water 
supply. Minor damage might occur from occasional local rainstorms centering 
downstream from the reservoirs, but the Little Dell Dam should prevent any 
more major floods such as the one experienced in 1952. 

The Chief of Engineers estimates that the total cost of the Little Dell 
Reservoir would be $6,400,000, with annual charges of $258,000. Average 
annual benefits would be approximately $341,000, consisting of $201,000 for 
flood prevention and $131,000 for water supply. The benefits-to-cost ratio is 1:3. 

Because the flood control benefits are entirely local in nature, the Chief 
of Engineers considers that local interests should provide the land, easements, 
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and rights-of-way; should repay that part of the project allocated to water 
supply; and cooperate in other respects. The estimated cost of meeting the 
requirements of local cooperation is $2,549,000, including $2,209,000 for water 
supply. This is about 40 percent of the total cost of the project. 

At the time the Corps of Engineers made its interim survey report, the Salt 
Lake City Board of Commissioners indicated its willingness and ability to com- 
ply with Army Engineers requirements. Since that time there has been a city 
election, and a change in two of the members of that board. The newly con- 
stituted board has since approved the project, and agreed to comply with the 
local requirements. The State of Utah, through its State water and power board, 
has also approved the project. 

I hope, therefore, that it will be included in the omnibus flood control 
authorization bill when it is reported from this committee. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALLACE F. BENNETT (REPUBLICAN OF UTAH) GIVEN 
BEFORE THE SENATE PuBLiIc Works CoMMITTEE, APRIL 19, 1960 


I would like to urge the committee to accept my bill, S. 1045, as an amendment 
to the omnibus flood control bill now before the committee. My bill authorizes 
the construction of the Little Dell Dam in Parleys Canyon east of Salt Lake 
City, Utah. 

Construction of this dam is an inevitable step in the development of Salt Lake 
Valley, and the sooner it is constructed, the sooner the people of the valley can 
begin realizing the benefits from it. In brief, the dam would create a reservoir 
with a gross storage capacity of 8,000 acre-feet, much larger than any reservoir 
in any of the canyons around Salt Lake at the present time. It would add 
more than 1 billion gallons to Salt Lake City’s water supply, and in an area 
where availability of water is so important this fact could be the key to the 
future of the city. 

The dam would be a two-purpose structure, providing both the storage to 
which I have already referred, and a badly needed means of controlling floods 
from Parleys and Emigration Canyons. It would cost an estimated $6,060,000, 
with Salt Lake City bearing 36.5 percent of this cost, plus another $341,000 
for land and rights-of-way. 

This committee is well aware of the increasing per capita use of water in the 
United States which has gone from 90 gallons a day per person in 1900 to about 
150 gallons a day in 1960. You are also aware of the tremendous industrial 
need for water. Seventy tons of water is required for the production of 1 ton 
of steel, 18 barrels of water is required to refine 1 barrel of oil, and between 600 
and 1,000 tons of water are used for each ton of coal burned in a steam power- 
plant. In Salt Lake Valley, we have an interesting example of the rate at which 
industry can consume water. The Kennecott Copper Corp. in its operations 
uses more water than does all of Salt Lake City. And industrial and municipal 
water needs of the valley are expected to double by 1975. 

Since 1847, when Salt Lake Valley was first settled, the providing of adequate 
municipal water has been a continuing problem. The Mountain Dell Reservoir 
in Parleys Canyon, with a storage capacity of 3,200 acre-feet, has helped the 
city tremendously, but already the city is beginning to outgrow this and other 
sources, and it is imperative that additional water be provided. Fortunately, 
the problem is not in finding the water, but merely developing a way to store 
it for future use. 

It is estimated that about 13,000 acre-feet of water is lost each year in Parleys 
Canyon. The Little Dell Reservoir would drastically reduce this waste. 

The flood control value of the dam is also important. The existing Mountain 
Dell Reservoir has no overflow spillway, and for that reason is virtually useless 
for flood control purposes. In most years, a flood control dam is not needed, 
but in unusual years, such as 1952, the awesome spectacle of millions of gallons 
of uncontrolled water coming from the melting snows in the mountains east of 
Salt Lake points up the fact that adequate flood control facilities are absolutely 
necessary if the city is to be safe. 

The 1952 flood inundated 1,500 homes, causing the evacuation of about 3,000 
residents, and covered about 75 city blocks. Damage was estimated at more 
than $2.5 million. There have been 12 major floods on Parleys Creek since 1900, 
and the steady spread of the city eastward, putting more undeveloped land into 
residences, decreases the absorption of water into the ground and increases the 
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likelihood of more floods (and floods of greater magnitude) in the future unless 
action is taken soon. 

There seems to be no question about the feasibility of such a dam from an 
engineering standpoint. The district engineer’s report of November 3, 1955, 
recommends construction of an earthfill dam 175 feet high, with a crest length 
of 1,400 feet. The Salt Lake City Commission has indicated its willingness to 
assume its share of this project and the Corps of Engineers has indicated that the 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 is sufficient to justify the dam. 

Having worked for approval of this project since 1955, I am anxious to see 
eonstruction begin as soon as possible. I was author of a bill in the 85th 
Congress authorizing the dam, but action on the bill was delayed pending 
completion of the report of the district engineer. 

At the request of the Salt Lake City Commission, I worked with the Corps of 
Engineers to get this portion of the Jordan River Basin report completed ahead 
of schedule, so that Little Dell could get the priority it deserves. Now that we 


- have come this far, I urge the committee to do its part in expediting the project 


by including it in the omnibus flood control bill now under consideration. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
January 13, 1960. 
Hon. Roperr S. Kerr, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: I am writing to you in regard to the flood control problem in 
the Jordan River Basin in north-central Utah. This problem is caused by 
several streams which rise in the Wasatch Mountain Range east of Salt Lake 
City and flow through the city into the Jordan River. These streams drain 
an area of 130 square miles. 

Floods occur intermittently in urban areas of Salt Lake City and the city 
is faced with an impending municipal water supply shortage. Flooding on 
the four creeks flowing through the city is caused by snowmelt or by a com- 
bination of melting snow and rainfall usually during the months of May and 
June. Flooding is also caused by storms of cloudburst intensity over small 
areas in the foothills in late summer. The maximum flood of record occurred 
in April-May 1952 and covered about 75 city blocks; 1,500 homes were inun- 
dated and about 3,000 residents were evacuated. 

There are no authorized flood control projects on these Salt Lake City 
streams. The Corps of Engineers has completed a survey of the area. The 
report thereon was transmitted to the Congress on August 10, 1959, and is 
being printed as House Document 213, 86th Congress. 

In his report the Chief of Engineers recommends construction of the Little 
Dell Dam and Reservoir on Dell Creek, a tributary of Parleys Creek in Salt 
Lake County, Utah. The dam would be located about 1.5 miles upstream 
from the existing Mountain Dell Pam on Parleys Creek, and would be 170 
feet high and 1,400 feet long. The reservoir would have a capacity of 8,000 
acre-feet, controlling the runoff from a 16 square mile area, and would be 
operated in conjunction with the 3,200 acre-feet Mountain Dell Reservoir, for 
flood control and water supply. These reservoirs would prevent flood damages 
on Parleys Creek and protect the 13th South Street area from major floods. 
Minor damages might occur from occasional local rainstorms centering down- 
stream from the reservoirs. The plan would make available a minimum of 
almost 4,000 acre-feet of water annually for municipal water supply purposes. 

The Chief of Engineers estimates the total cost of the Little Dell Dam and 
Reservoir as $6,400,000, with annual charges of $258,000. He estimates the 
average annual benefits at $341,000, consisting of $201,000 for prevention of 
flood damages and $131,000 for water supply. The benefit-cost ratio is 1:3. 
Because the flood control benefits are entirely local in nature, he considers 
that local interest should provide land, easements and rights-of-way, repay 
that part of the project allocated to water supply, and cooperate in other re- 
spects. The estimated cost of meeting the requirements of local cooperation 
is $2,549,000, including $2,209,000 for water supply, which means the total Fed- 
eral cost of the project would be $3,851,000. The portion of the cost allocated 
to local interests is thus approximately 40 percent. Responsible officials of 
Salt Lake City have indicated their willingness and ability to comply with 
those requirements. 
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I realize that there is now a bill, S. 1045, pending before the Committee on 
Public Works which would authorize construction of the Little Dell Dam and 
Reservoir. I am also aware of the policy of the committee to include projects 
of this nature in an omnibus bill, rather than take action on individual bills 
for the many projects, except in exceptional circumstances. 

I am today introducing an amendment to the omnibus flood control bill, 
H.R. 7634, now pending before the committee. When further hearings are 
held on H.R. 7634 by your subcommittee I request an opportunity to present 
testimony on the Little Dell Dam and Reservoir project, with a view to in- 
clusion of my amendment in the bill. Barly authorization of the Little Dell 
project is vital to the future protection of the Salt Lake City area. 

With kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
Frank FB. Moss, 
United States Senator. 


[H.R. 7634, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMENDMENT 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Moss to the bill (H.R. 7634) authorizing the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes, viz: On page 18, 
following line 14, insert the following : 


“JORDAN RIVER BASIN 


“The project for the Little Dell Dam and Reservoir, Jordan River Basin, 
Utah, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 213, Eighty- 
sixth Congress, at an estimated cost of $3,851,000.” 


[S. 1045, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize construction of the Little Dell Dam and Reservoir project at Salt 
Lake City, Utah 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the Little Dell Dam 
and Reservoir is authorized in accordance with the recommendations of the 
United States Army South Pacific division engineer, in his report dated November 
8, 1958, entitled “Interim Survey Report for Flood Control on Jordan River 
Basin—Salt Lake City Streams, Utah”, and subject to such modifications as 
may be deemed advisable by the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
at an estimated cost of $6,393,000. 

There are authorized to be appropriated such amounts as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 


(The justification of the next project follows :) 


CHEYENNE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, SOUTH DAKOTA AND WYOMING 
(H. Doe, 280, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—The Cheyenne River rises in eastern Wyoming and flows north- 
eastward through South Dakota and empties into the Missouri River north 
of Pierre. It drains 25,500 square miles including the Black Hills area in 
western South Dakota. The Belle Fourche River is the largest tributary and 
it drains the northwestern part of the basin. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions, House Flood Control Committee, adopted 
April 19, May 3, and July 5, 1946, and House Public Works Committee adopted 
March 30, 1955. 

Ecvisting project.—Federal flood control projects have been constructed or 
authorized at the following locations: A levee and floodwall project has been 
constructed to protect Belle Fourche from floods on Belle Fourche River; in 
Fall River Basin channel improvements, levees and floodwalls at Hot Springs 
and Cold Brook Dam, upstream, have been constructed and Cottonwood Springs 
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Dam, upstream, has been authorized; and at Rapid City a reservoir has been 
authorized in Red Dale Gulch under Public Law 685. 

Flood problem.—Most floods in the basin occur in the spring due to heavy 
rains and occasional snowmelt. Flood damages in the basin are limited mostly 
to urban developments in the flood plain since the frequency of flooding and 
land utilization minimize damages in rural areas. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—The plan provides for relocating and 
enlarging the lower reaches of Hay Creek and Redwater River at Belle Fourche 
and constructing two levees, with appurtenant works, in the same reaches 
having a combined length of about 5,700 feet. 


Estimated cost (price level, January 1957) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization y $13, 235 
0 800 800 


15, 035 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3. 

Local cooperation.—Lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save; 
maintain and operate; make road, highway, highway bridge, and utility alter- 
ations and modifications. Officials of the city of Belle Fourche have indicated 
their willingness and probable ability to meet the requirements. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. 
State of South Dakota: Favorable. 
State of Wyoming: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—The Budget had no objection to 
the submission of the proposed report to the Congress, but recommended that 
further flood-control authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal 
participation be deferred until the Congress has had the opportunity to con- 
sider and enact the provisions of the legislation proposed by the President on 
miform cost sharing standards for flood protection projects. 


Colonel Vivian. Sir, I am Lt. Col. James A. Vivian, assistant 
chief of civil works for the northwestern divisions. 

This project concerns the Cheyenne River and tributaries in South 
Dakota and Wyoming. 

The flood problems of the Cheyenne River and tributaries in South 
Dakota and Wyoming have been reexamined in accordance with four 
resolutions of the House Committees on Flood Control and Public 
Works adopted in March 1955, and in April, May, and July of 1946. 

The Cheyenne River Basin has a drainage area of over 25,000 
square miles. The total rural area subject to flooding comprises 
about 150,000 acres, of which 38 percent is along the main stem, and 
62 percent along the tributaries. 

J the rural area subject to flooding approximately 90 percent 
consists of hay, pasture, and wastelands. Because of the composition 
and land use of the rural flood plain area and the relatively infrequent 
oecurrence of floods, damage potential is relatively small, and no 
improvements are recommended in rural areas. 
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However, in the basin we found several urban areas subject to 
flooding, all in South Dakota. 

The areas endangered are about half residential and half commercia| 
property. The most serious flood problems exist at Belle Fourche, 
Sturgis, and Spearfish, where the average annual damages under 
existing conditions are estimated at $21,000, $36,000, and $38,000, 
respectively. 

Loss of life in recent years has been at a minimum due to improve. 
ments constructed by local interests and others and due to utilization 
of modern communications systems. 

During the course of the survey numerous hearings were held, and 
close coordination was effected with local and other Federal interests, 

Of the cities examined in detail, local protection was found justi- 
fiable only at Belle Fourche, Spearfish, and Sturgis. However, at 
Spearfish and Sturgis local interests have indicated that suitable 
conditions of local cooperation will not be met. Therefore, the Chief 
of Engineers recommends that the general comprehensive plan of 
improvement for the Missouri River Basin be expanded only to 
provide for flood control works at Belle Fourche, S. Dak., where since 
1882, 21 damaging floods have occurred on Hay Creek and Redwater 
River. 

The floods of record have occurred in July 1937, on Hay Creek, 
and June 1940 on Redwater River. 

Control would be accomplished by relocating and enlarging the 
lower reaches of Hay Creek and Redwater River and constructing two 
levees having a combined length of 5,700 feet. 

The estimated cost to the United States is $272,000 for construction 
provided that local interests give assurances they will assume respon- 
sibilities for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, make all neces- 
sary highway, bridge, and utility modifications, hold and save the 
United States free from damages, and maintain and operate all of 
the works after completion. 

The estimated initial cost to local interests is $76,000, for a total 
cost, Federal and non-Federal, of $348,000; and the benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.35 to 1. 

The annual cost of maintenance and operation, to be borne by local 
interests, is $1,800. 

We are in receipt of a resolution signed by the mayor of Belle 
Fourche wherein the city council resolves that local interests favor 
and endorse the plan of improvement recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers, and that prior to initiation of construction the city will 
be willing and financially able to assume responsibility for the re- 
quired local cooperation. 

The recommended improvements at Belle Fourche will pass floods 
greater than the maximum of record, and will protect the city against 
all but a very small amount of the eninehel annual damages due 
to flooding on Hay Creek and Redwater River. 

The State of Wyoming and the Departments of Agriculture and 
Interior have commented favorably on the improvement; also the 
State of South Dakota has commented favorably. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the proposed report to the Congress, but recommended that further 
flood control authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Fed- 
eral participation be deferred until the Congress has had the oppor- 
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tunity to consider and enact the provisions of the legislation proposed 
by the President on uniform cost-sharing standards for flood pro- 
tection projects. 

Mr. Cairman, that completes my statement on this project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Colonel. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


SNOHOMISH River (Everett HARBOR), WASH. 
(H. Doc. 348, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Everett Harbor is on Port Gardner at the mouth of the Snohomish 
River in northwestern Washington. 

Report authorized by—House Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
July 19, 1956. 

Existing project—The authorized project provides for a navigation channel 
about 2.6 miles in length along the Everett waterfront on the easterly shore 
of Port Gardner, protected by a training dike. The channel includes a 1.2 
mile reach at the south end, 15 feet deep and 150 to 425 feet wide; a settling 
basin near the center 20 feet deep by 700 feet wide by approximately 0.2 
mile long; and a 1.2 mile reach at the north end 8 feet deep by 100 feet wide. 
The project also includes maintenance of the east waterway, south of and 
separated from the channel, to a depth of 30 feet. 

Navigation problem.—The existing Snohomish River channel below the head 
of Steamboat Slough is not adequate for present and anticipated future navi- 
gation requirements. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for: (a@) a channel 8 feet deep 
and 150 feet wide, with suitable widening at the bends, extending from the 
settling basin at 14th Street, Everett, up the Snohomish River to the head of 
Steamboat Slough, a distance of 5.3 miles; (b) a settling basin within the 
upper channel reach about 1 mile in length and with a capacity of 1 million 
cubic yards; and (c) rectification works at the heads of Steamboat and Ebey 
Sloughs to reduce sedimentation in the downstream section of Snohomish 
River. (The Chief of Engineers recommends deferment of construction of the 
rectification works until the need therefor has been determined by experience 
with maintenance dredging and model studies.) 


Estimated cost 





Federal Non-Federal 


Total 


Dredging and rectification works: 
With spoil deposited on land 


$3, 011, 000 
With spoil used for highway fill 


3, 054, 000 


1 $344, 000 
2 301, 000 


$3, 355, 000 
3, 355, 000 


1 Includes cash contribution of $71,000. 
2 Includes cash contribution of $28,000. 
Project economics 


Non-Federal 


Federal 


Total 
Annual charges: 


Interest and amortization__- 


$108, 000 
Maintenance 


‘ ; ‘“ 120, 000 
EeMieckicacas tan 2,000 |. 


$20, 000 
8, 000 


$128, 000 
128, 000 
2, 000 
230, 000 258, 000 


Annual benefits: 
Reduction in log losses and handling costs. .._.__- 
Transportation savings. -__- 
Savings in mill operations.  abieaamend 
Savings in commercial fish processing. .........-...-.-- 
Recreational boating....................--. detbeuncue 2 
Cen GAOUINONG «os 55 oon eos cdnsen cee ; 


231, 000 
355, 000 
179, 000 
4,000 
1,000 
36, 000 





Total benefits 806, 000 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1. 
Local cooperation.—Prior to construction, local interests must agree to: (a) 
Contribute in cash 0.9 percent of the first cost of construction if dredge spoil 


is used for highway fill, or 2.3 percent if the spoil is used for land fill, such 
contributions being presently estimated at $28,000 and $71,000, respectively, erer 
either sum to be paid in installments prior to commencement of pertinent work | det 
items, in accordance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of F stuc 
Engineers, the final allocation of cost to be made after actual costs have been I 
determined; (6) furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance, when | P®! 
and as required; (c) provide at local expense suitable disposal areas within hig 
1 mile of the dredging sites, with bulkheads where required, or pay any extra the 
cost of pumping dredged material to areas in excess of 1 mile; (d) hold and use 
save the United States free from damages due to the construction and mainte. " 
nance improvements; (e) provide and maintain at local expense suitable access 
channels and berthing areas; and (f) accomplish and maintain without cost — Wa 
to, the United States alterations as required in sewer, water supply, drainage, ] 
and other utility facilities. of. 
Comments of Federal and State agencies.— 
Department of the Interior: No objection. as 
Department of Commerce: No objection. 1s 
State of Washington: No objection. | 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report St: 
to Congress. tio 
Colonel Vivian. Sir, the next project is Snohomish River, Everett | ho 
Harbor, in Washington State. This is a navigation project, sir. mi 
The report on the Snohomish River is in response to a resolution [| an 
by the House Public Works Committee on July 19, 1956. an 
The Snohomish River in its lower reaches flows north along the 
east side of the city of Everett, Wash., into Port Gardner on Puget | $3 
Sound. Everett has a population of about 35,000. by 
The main industrial activity of the city is the manufacturing and 
processing of forest products. $6 
However, other industries of importance are commercial fishing, 
seafood processing, and farming. hs 
Annual commerce on the Snohomish River for the 10-year period 
1947 through 1956 averaged 1,630,000 tons. In 1956 it amounted to } oj 
1,456,400 tons, of which 87 percent was rafted logs, 11 percent wood | ti 
products, and 2 percent fuel oil or primarily fuel oil and other mis- } {¢ 
cellaneous items. p 
Navigation difficulties arise from insufficient depth. A 1-mile reach 
of the Snohomish River channel upstream from the spur dike has st 
shoaled to a controlling depth of approximately 1 foot above mean | t 
lower low water, and cannot be navigated during low tide stages. | 1 
Deeper water generally prevails above this reach to the head of Steam- 
boat Slough, the shallowest depth being about 2 feet below mean lower | ¢ 
low water. I 
However, the channel in this portion of the river is narrow and 
erratic at low tide, and can be navigated only by the most experienced 
pilots and with considerable risk of grounding. h 
The Chief of Engineers recommends a channel 8 feet deep and } 


150 feet wide, with suitable widening at the bends, extending from the 
settling basin at 14th Street, Everett, up the Snohomish River to 
the head of Steamboat Slough, a distance of 5.3 miles; a settlin 
basin within the upper channel reach about 1 mile in length, an 
with a capacity of about 1 million cubic yards, and rectification works 
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at the heads of Steamboat and Ebey Sloughs to reduce sedimentation 
in the downstream section of the Snohomish River. 

However, the Chief of Engineers recommends deferment of the 
erection of the rectification works until the need therefor has been 
determined by experience with maintenance dredging and model 
studies. 

Local interests are required to contribute in cash nine-tenths of 1 
percent for the first cost of construction if the dredge spoil is used for 
highway fill that is on a proposed interstate highway running along 
the eastern edge of the city of Everett; or 2.3 percent if the spoil is 
used for land fill. 

These contributions are presently estimated at $28,000 for the high- 
way fill, and $71,000 for the land fill, respectively. 

Either sum is to be paid in installments prior to the commencement 
of the pertinent work items in accordance with construction schedules 
as required by the Chief of Engineers. The final allocation of costs 
is to be made after all costs have been determined. 

In addition, local interests must furnish without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construc- 
tion and subsequent maintenance, provide suitable disposal areas, 
hold and save the United States free from damages, provide and 
maintain suitable access channels and berthing areas, and accomplish 
and maintain alterations as required for sewer, water supply, drainage, 
and other utility facilities. 

The estimated total cost of the project is $3,355,000, of which 
$3,011,000 or $3,054,000 is Federal, depending upon the plan selected 
by local interests for disposal of the fill. 

Annual charges are estimated at $258,000, and the annual benefits at 
$806,000, resulting in a benefit-to-cost ratio of 3.1 to 1. 

The Department of the Interior and the Department of Commerce 
have no objection to the project. 

The Governor of the State of Washington requested reconsideration 
of the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers to defer construc- 
tion of the rectification works. The Governor is of the opinion that 
these works would produce flood-control benefits which would com- 
plement the State’s program for flood control in the basin. 

However, the Chief of Engineers in his reply to the Governor 
stated that the rectification works would not provide any reduction 
to flood heights in the Snohomish River and, therefore, would produce 
no flood-control benefits. 

The Bureau of the Budget offers no objection to the submission of 
this report to the Congress. This concludes my statement on this 
project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Colonel. 

In view of the letter from the Chief of Engineers to the Governor, 
has the Governor now resolved his objections to where he is in the 
position of approving it ? 

Colonel Vivian. I have not heard that he has, sir. However, we 
have the facts and data. If he cares to diseuss it further, we can 
convince him. 

Senator Kerr. You can or should be able to? 

Colonel Vivran. Can, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is good. Proceed. 


44845—60—pt. 37 
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(The justification referred to follows :) 


Foster Reservorr, SoutH SANTIAM RIVER, OREG. 
(H. Doce., 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Foster Dam would be located on South Santiam River about 385 
miles above its confluence with Santiam River and immediately above Foster, 
Oreg., in northwest Oregon. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
adopted July 28, 1955. 

Existing project.—The existing Federal project on the South Santiam River 
and its tributaries consists of Green Peter Dam on the Middle Santiam River 
and the accompanying reregulating White Bridge Dam a few miles downstream. 

Flood problem.—About 2,000 homes are located along South Santiam River 
within the major flood plain. Approximately 25,000 acres valued at up to 
$1,000 an acre are subject to flooding from South Santiam River. 

“Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for the construction of Foster 
Dam as a substitute for the authorized White Bridge Dam. The Foster 
Project would act as a reregulsting reservoir and also provide for flood 
control, increased power production, possible future water supply stream flow 
regulation, irrigation, and substantial recreation facilities. The project would 
consist of an earth and rock-fill dam at mile 38.5 near Foster, Oreg. 


Estimated cost (price level July 1957) 


ee ee ERE cet ARSE! SEN De E ES sb oa manager $17, 340, 000 
Non-Federal 0 


sad iene Ets ese Sua chen apnea cia eg i I ee EE 17, 340, 000 
Project economics 

Annual charges (Federal): 
RGR, A: QUOT CIO abs csied Asi nteictin id Sent wth escapades $626, 000 
ASR SRS “SISNET, ; NN ICENN A goers ccsict teenies a pease siinn eeeootncka 104, 200 
ET SU CONOR robe ea tenn ane ie ame mcinisenhisiintpacnatien 33, 600 
Wems: TOvegene. ieee ns ue i 91, 200 
PION sce carci esa alg a ld tcc cacaicin sc aga eta ican eal te aie made 855, 000 

Annual benefits: 

NUR NU a re alee acs 231, 000 
rr Ss 88) eed ee re ee eee eee, 750, 000 
Biradr vesointlot nc sos cste tae eal eek se 15, 000 
TORRID... 550d iciuebacisiine Gebdeieasti naw oeeiamlanbeek 10, 000 
MERON Sis icteciectcgh ea uch Bie kdeimeemamee neta ate 174, 000 
Freee Ae 2s hE Bh eee ee ee SAE Ae ee a 1, 180, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 
Local cooperation.—None required. 


Colonel Vivian. Sir, the next project is the South Santiam River, 
Oreg., otherwise known as Foster Dam. 

This report was authorized by resolution of the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works U.S. Senate adopted July 28, 1955. 

The report was made to determine the advisability of modifying the 
authorized plan for flood control and other purposes in the South 
Santiam River Basin Oreg., by substitution of a multiple-purpose res- 
ervoir at the Foster site in lieu of the authorized White Bridge re- 
regulating reservoir, and the originally recommended Wiley Creek 
Reservoir. 

The South Santiam River rises on the western slope of the Cascade 
Range in northwest Oregon. It flows westward and joins the North 
Santiam River to form the Santiam River which, in turn empties into 
the Willamette River at Willamette River mile 109. 
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At Foster Dam site the middle and South Santiam Rivers drain 
an area of 494 square miles. 

Major floods occur during the season from November through Jan- 
uary principally as a result of heavy rainfall. | ; 

Periods of high water usually occur several times each winter and 
last from 2 to 5 days. About 2,000 homes are located along the South 
Santiam River within the major flood plain. 

About 25,000 acres valued up to $1,000 an acre, are subject to flood- 
ing from the South Santiam River. 

A recurrence of the flood of December 1945 would cause damages 
in excess of $1 million, based on 1957 prices. 

Local interests desire modification of the authorized project and 
previously recommended Wiley Creek plan to provide for a more 
complete development for all purposes. 

They cite the need of flood control, power, industrial and domestic 
water supply in the area. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends construction of Foster Dam 
as a substitute for the authorized White Bridge and originally recom- 
mended Wiley Creek Dams. 

The Foster project would act as a reregulating reservoir, and serve 
all functions of the project document plan at less cost and with 
greater total annual benefits. 

The project would consist of an earth and rock fill dam at mile 
38.5 near Foster, Oreg. 

The estimated cost of the Foster project is $17,340,000, all Federal. 

Senator Kerr. What was the cost authorized for the two projects? 

Colonel Vivian. The two projects were authorized at a cost of 
$19,430,000, and the difference in first costs is $2,090,000, that is of the 
White Bridge and Wiley Creek projects versus the Foster project 
which we are discussing. 

The annual charges are $855,000, and the annual benefits are esti- 
mated to be $1,180,000, producing a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. 

The State of Oregon and the Department of the Interior have com- 
mented favorably. The Federal Power Commission concludes that 
the project is economically justified, and from that point of view is 
more desirable than the White Bridge project. 

The views of the Department of Agriculture and of the Bureau of 
the Budget have not yet been received. That is all I have on this 
project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Colonel. 

You may proceed unless there are some questions. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


VERMILLION River, 8. Dak. 
(H. Doe. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—The Vermillion River Basin lies entirely in southeastern South 
Dakota. It is comparatively long and narrow, being about 100 miles long with 
an average width of 20 miles. It drains about 2,185 square miles and it 
joins the Missouri River near Vermillion, S. Dak. Clay Creek, a major 
tributary, enters the Vermillion River about 1 mile above the town of Vermillion. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions of the Senate and House Committees on 
Public Works adopted February 29 and June 13, 1956, respectively. 

Existing project.—There is no Federal flood control project in the basin. 

Flood problem.—The flat, broad valley and inadequate drainage conditions are 
conducive to slow runoffs existing for 1 to 3 weeks. Principal damage areas are 
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confined to the main stem of the river below the town of Davis and on Clay 
Creek below the town of Volin. The relatively heavy flood damages, most of 
whieh are agricultural losses, and the occurrence of floods in almost every year 
indicate an urgent need for protection. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Channel enlargement and realinement, 
levees and appurtenant works on Vermillion River from a point about 2 miles 
north of Davis to the mouth, and on Clay Creek from Volin to the mouth; modi- 
fication of State and county road bridges; and removal of an old mill dam on the 
Vermillion River near Centerville. 


Estimated cost (price level of January 1958) 


Nes ne ance dts as eid ahd tena aaa ane emt $6, 010, 000 
witness en a ate ie SDs psa nee ae ict Mra acct ahaa ais 758, 000 





Project economics 





Federal Non-Federal Total 


ee 





Annval charges: 
Festetest and amortisation... ..<<.n<ccccocncsctevsnsnccesces $213, * $26, 650 $240, 350 











Maintenance and operation... ........---.---.--------.-<. 20, 150 20, 150 
BO an cendnescesatenciindeqsctntebesssqebaseueninesesen 213, 700 46, 800 260, 500 
Annual benefits: Damages prevented...........-.-.-.-.-.--.-]. eebdurensses« pei abbeadanithd ~~ 332, 000 





Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3. 

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; make all necessary road, highway, 
highway bridge, and utility alterations and modifications; remove all build- 
ings and improvements within the right-of-way limits, and prevent future en- 
croachment on the project channels; and maintain and operate the project after 


completion. 

Colonel Vivian. Mr. Chaiman, The next project concerns the Ver- 
million River and tributaries in South Dakota. 

It concerns measures for the prevention of flood damages in the 
basin. 

The report was prepared in response to resolutions by the Senate 
and House Public Works Committees adopted February 29, and June 
13, 1956, respectively. 

The Vermillion River Basin lies entirely in southeastern South 
Dakota. It is comparatively long and narrow, about 100 miles long 
with an average width of about 20 miles. 

It has a drainage area of 2,185 square miles. Floods in the basin 
result from snowmelt about as often as from heavy rains. 

The flat broad valley and inadequate drainage conditions are con- 
ducive to slow runoff lasting from 1 to 3 weeks. 

About 31,000 acres of predominately agricultural land along the 
lower Vermillion River and Clay Creek are subject to flooding. 

Damages from the flood of June, 1954, amounting to $727,000 are 
the largest recorded. There is no Federal project for flood control 
in the basin. 

Local interests desire elimination of the flood hazard by the con- 
struction of levees and channel improvements. 

After careful consideration of the flood project and the desires of 
local interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends the construction 
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of levees and appurtenant works and channel enlargement and re- 
alinement on the Vermillion River from a point about 2 miles north 
of Davis to the mouth. 

Senator Kerr. No reservoir? 

Colonel Vivian. No reservoir, sir. Similar works would be lo- 
cated on Clay Creek from Volin to the mouth. 

Senator Kerr. There would be no impoundment of water ? 

Yolonel Vivian. No, sir; there would not. 

Also recommended is the modification of State and county road 
bridges and removal of an old mill dam on the Vermillion River 
near Centerville. 

Local interests are required to give assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary of the Army that they will provide, without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for 
the construction of the project. 

They would be required to hold and save the United States free 
from damages; make all the necessary road, highway, highway bridge 
and utility alterations and modifications; remove all buildings and 
improvements within the right-of-way limits, and prevent future en- 
croachment on the project channels, and maintain and operate the 
project after completion. 

They have indicated their willingness to meet the requirements of 
local cooperation. 

In this connection, sir, and in connection with your question about 
an impoundment, local interests have evidenced a desire for consider- 
ation at some future date of the construction of an oxbow lake in the 
cutoff area in the vicinity of the old mill dam. 

We propose to consider this further during the planning stage, and 
any excess costs that would result from such an improvement would 
be borne by local interests. 

The estimated first cost of the project for construction is $6,768,000, 
of which $6,010,000 would be Federal, and $758,000 would be non- 
Federal; total annual charges are $260,500; annual benefits are 
$332,000, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. 

The proposed Chief of Engineer’s report has been submitted to the 
State of South Dakota and the Federal agencies concerned for review 
and comment, but no comments have been received, including those of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

That completes my statement on this project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. Proceed. 

(The justification together with Public Law 505 referred to 
follows :) 

Witson DAM AND RESERVOIR, SALINE River, KANs. 


REPORT ON ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 
(S. Doc. 96, 86th Cong.) 


Location—The Saline River rises in western Kansas and flows eastward 370 
mniles to its confluence with the Smoky Hill River nead Salina, Kans. The 
Saline River Basin is about 215 miles long with an average width of about 16 
miles and a drainage area of 3,425 square miles. 

Report authorized by.—Public Law 505, 84th Congress, approved May 2, 1956. 

Existing project—The Wilson Dam and Reservoir project was originally 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 for construction by the Bureau of 
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Reclamation as a unit in the Missouri River Basin comprehensive plan for 
irrigation, flood control, and other purposes. The project was transferred from 
the Bureau to the Corps by Public Law 505, 84th Congress, approved May 2, 
1956. The damsite is located at about mile 130 on the Saline River in Russell 
County about 50 miles west of Salina, Kans. The project proposed at the time 
of authorization would contain 262,000 acre-feet of storage, 117,000 acre-feet 
for irrigation and 145,000 acre-feet for flood control. 

Problems.—Studies following the 1951 flood in the Kansas River Basin indi- 
cated the desirability of increasing the flood control storage. As a result of 
these studies and the relative importance of the flood control purpose, admini- 
strative jurisdiction of Wilson Dam and Reservoir was transferred from the 
Bureau of Reclamation to the Corps by Public Law 505. However, the law 
stipulated that no funds could be expended for construction until the Secretary 
of the Army, with the approval of the President, had submitted a report demon- 
strating economic justification of the project for approval of Congress. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—The multiple-purpose plan which dem- 
ohstrates that the Wilson project is economically justified comprises an earthfill 
dam at mile 130.4 on the Saline River with an uncontrolled spillway and gated 
conduits for release of impounded water. Tentative storage allocations are 
510,000 acre-feet for flood control, 225,000 acre-feet for conservation and 20,000 
acre-feet for sedimentation for a total of 755,000 acre-feet. 


Pstimated cost (Price level July 1958) 


Project economics 
Annual charges 
Interest and amortization 


Annual benefits : 
Flood control 
Irrigation 
Recreation 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4 
Local cooperation.—None required. 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Commented that no consideration had been 
given to fish and wildlife resources in propsed report and that flood control 
pool might effect oil wells in the area. 

State of Kansas: Favorable. 


Public Law 505, 84th Congress 
Chapter 231, 2d Session 
[S. 1194] 


AN ACT To poeeiie for transfer of administrative jurisdiction over Red Willow Dam and 


Reservoir, Nebraska, to the Secretary of the Interior and over Wilson Dam and Reservoir, 
Kansas, to the Secretary of the Army 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That administrative jurisdiction over 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of Red Willow Dam and Reservoir, 
Nebraska, an authorized unit of the Missouri River Basin project (Act of De 
cember 22, 1944, sec. 9, 58 Stat. 887, as amended and supplemented), is hereby 
transferred from the Secretary of the Army to the Secretary of the Interior and 
jurisdiction over the construction, operation, and maintenance of Wilson Dam 
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and Reservoir, Kansas, another authorized unit of the same project, is hereby 
transferred from the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of the Army. 
The principal purposes of Red Willow Dam and Reservoir shall be those of 
making available a regulated supply of water for irrigation and of assisting in 
the control of floods, and the principal purposes of Wilson Dam and Reservoir 
those of flood control and of assisting in making available a regulated supply of 
water for irrigation and low-flow regulation: Provided, That no expenditure of 
funds shall be made for construction of such projects until the Secretary of the 
Interior, in the case of the Red Willow Dam and Reservoir, Nebraska, and the 
Secretary of the Army, in the case of the Wilson Dam and Reservoir, Kansas, 
with the approval of the President, have submitted to the Congress completed 
reports demonstrating such projects to be economically justified, and the Con- 
gress has approved such reports. 

Sec. 2. Both the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army shall 
cause these units of the Missouri River Basin project to be coordinated and in- 
tegrated physically and financially with the other Federal works constructed or 
authorized to be constructed under the comprehensive plans approved by section 
9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, aforesaid, as amended and supplemented. 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall, in the case of the Red Willow Dam and Reservoir, be responsible 
for flood-control regulation as provided in section 7 of the Act of. December 22, 
1944, and the Secretary of the Interior shall, in the case of Wilson Dam and 
Reservoir, be responsible for the disposal of water for irrigation or space re- 
served for this purpose in accordance with the Federal reclamation laws. 

Approved May 2, 1956. 


Colonel Vivian. Sir, the next project is the Wilson Dam and Reser- 
voir in Kansas. 

Sir, this report concerns the economic justification of the Wilson 
Dam and Reservoir project, an already authorized unit of the Mis- 
souri River Basin project. 

Wilson Dam is Boeken on the Saline River in Russell County, about 
50 miles west of Salina, Kans. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers is in response to Public Law 
505 of the 85th Congress, approved May 2, 1956. 

The Wilson Dam and Reservoir project was originally authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1944 for construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation as a unit in the Missouri River Basin comprehensive plan 
for irrigation and flood control. 

Administrative jurisdiction over the project was transferred from 
the Bureau of Reclamation to the Corps of Engineers by Public Law 
eS of the 84th Congress as a result of studies following the 1951 

s. 

Senator Kerr. That was jurisdiction of which reservoir? 

Colonel Vivian. Of this reservoir, the Wilson Dam and Reservoir, 
sir. 

In exchange—— 

Senator Kerr. The one that was in the corps was transferred to 
the Bureau? 

Colonel Viv1an. That is correct, the Red Willow Dam. 

Senator Kerr. It has not been constructed ? 

Colonel Viv1an. That is correct, sir. 

We have had funds appropriated for construction but the act stated 
we may not use those funds for construction until the Congress had 
or a feasibility report which, of course, we are presenting 

ay. 
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Senator Kerr. In other words, now you are submitting the feasibil- f 
ity report at this time with reference to which construction was held f 


up until they had been received ? 


Colonel Vivian. Well, I wouldn’t say precisely that it had been | 





held up, sir; it is ready to go ahead 
Senator Kerr. Authority for which had not been granted. 
Colonel Vivian. We have not had authorization granted to go 
ahead with the construction ; that would be correct, sir. 
Senator Kerr. All right. 


Colonel Vivian. The 1951 floods indicated an increased importance | 


of flood control as a project purpose. 


The law stipulated that no funds could be expended for construc: | 


tion until the Secretary of the Army, with the approval of the Presi- 


dent, submitted a report demonstrating economic justification of the | 


project for the approval of the Congress. 
After careful consideration of the needs of the Saline, Smoky Hill, 


and Kansas River Basins, with respect to flood control and related | 


water resource development, the Chief of Engineers recommends as 


economically justified a multiple purpose dam and reservoir project 


at, mile 130.4 on the Saline River consisting of an earth fill dam about 


160 feet above the stream bed with an uncontrolled spillway and gated | 


conduits for release of impounded water. 


The total storage capacity would be 775,000 acre-feet consisting of | 


510,000 acre-feet for flood control, 225,000 acre-feet for conservation, 
and 20,000 acre-feet for sediment storage. 
In recognition of the flood damages which have occurred since 


authorization, including over $6 million damage in the Saline Basin 


below Wilson in the July 1951 flood, and the fact that flood stages 
have been exceeded at the site 25 times in the 39 years of record, these 
allocations provide for a larger reservation for flood control. 


Also the Bureau of Reclamation proposes a larger allocation of | 


space for irrigation storage. 

In addition we have included recreation and stream flow regulation 
features in modest amounts. 

The estimated cost of the project: is $18,081,000, all of which is 
Federal. 

The annual charges are $850,000; the annual benefits are $1,246,000, 
consisting of $817,000 for flood control, $308,000 for irrigation, 
$110,000 for recreation, and $11,000 for navigation. The benefit-to- 
cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 

No local cooperation is required. However, local interests would 
repay the costs allocated to irrigation storage after specific plans for 
irrigation have been made. 

The State of Kansas is in favor of the project. The Department 
of Interior commented on fish and wildlife resources, and that the 
flood control pool would have an adverse effect on oil wells in the area. 
We will consider these comments in detail during our further plan- 
ning on the project. 

The Department of Agriculture notes a need for information in the 
report for purposes of their evaluation, and questions the effectiveness 
of the proposed irrigation project. 
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However, it is believed that these points can be clarified by further 
coordination with the appropriate agency. 

The comments of the Bureau of the Budget have not been received. 

That completes my statement on this project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, very much, Colonel. 

The committee will recess until 10 o’clock in the morning, unless 
there is a question. 

Colonel Vivian. Thank you, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the subcommittee took a recess until 
10 a.m., Wednesday, April 20, 1960.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 20, 1960 
U.S. Senate, 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrrou—Rivers AND Harsors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a.m., in room 4200, 


Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 


Present: Senators Kerr, McCarthy, Muskie, Long (Hawaii), Lusk, 
Case (South Dakota), Martin, and Cooper. 

Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will come to order. 

All right, gentlemen. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, ACCOMPANIED 
BY COL. STEPHEN E. SMITH, COL. ROBERT M. TARBOX, COL. 
ROBERT J. GIESEN, LT. COL. JAMES A. VIVIAN, A. H. McRAE, 
HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, JOSEPH F. VAN VLADRICKEN, JOHN 
ANDERSON, JOHN MURRAY, THERON RILEY, AND EDWARD 
LANDENBERGER—Continued 


(The justification for the first project follows :) 


McKINNEY Bayou, ARK. 
(H.Doc. 220, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—McKinney Bayou is a right bank tributary of the Red River in 
southwestern Arkansas, entering the main stream at mile 386.5. The area 
considered in this report lies about 12 miles east of Texarkana, Ark., and con- 
tains about 39,400 acres. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution of the House Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, adopted February 25, 1938. 

Eaisting project.—The existing project for Red River below Denison Dam 
provides for raising and strengthening the main stem Red River levees and for 
constructing reservoirs in the tributary basins. The levee system protects the 
area considered in this report from Red River overflow, and the reservoir 
system will lower stages and thereby reduce backwater flooding in the lower 
McKinney Bayou Basin. The plan of improvement was amended in 1955 to 
include a project on McKinney Bayou providing for channel clearing, realine- 
ment, and enlargement of McKinney Bayou below mile 50; enlargement of the 
existing hillside floodway levee between miles 12 and 14 and extension upstream 
to the mouth of Red Chute, thence up Red Chute for 2 miles; construction of a 
new levee and closure of high water outlets between miles 31 and 43; and the 
construction of appurtenant drainage works, including a floodgate at about 
mile 14. 

Flood problem.—The area is subject to overflow from a combination of rain- 
fall and backwater from McKinney Bayou and its tributary, Red Chute. Also, 
about 21 miles of lateral ditches constructed by local interests are inadequate. 
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Recommended plan of improvement.—Modifications of the existing project 
for Red River below Denison Dam to provide for further improvement of 
McKinney Bayou, Ark. and Tex., for flood control and drainage, comprising 
about 8.6 miles of channel excavation, and levee construction with appurtenant 
culverts. The plan also includes the rehabilitation and extension of the interior 
drainage system by local interests. 





Estimated cost (price level February 1957) 
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Non-Federal 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9, 
Local cooperation.—Provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way; contribute 
in cash 20.8 percent, presently estimated at $90,900, of cost of channel improve- 
ments, levees, and culverts, prior to commencement of construction, because 
of land enhancement (drainage) benefits. Construct at their expense bridges, 
relocations, and alterations of public utilities; rehabilitate and extend the lat- 
eral drainage system; hold and save; maintain and operate all works after 


completion. Local interests have indicated that they will meet the requirements 
of local cooperation. 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior : Has no objection. 
Department of Agriculture: Has no objection. 
State of Arkansas: Concurs in the project. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.— No objection. 


Mr. McRar. I am Angus H, McRae, assistant chief of civil works 
for the Mississippi Valley, and I have with me Mr. John Murray 
from our staff. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. McRae, you may proceed. 

Mr. McRag. The first project is McKinney Bayou, Ark., which is 
a modification of an existing project in the area shown on the map 
in red. It was submitted in response to a House committee resolution 
adopted February 25, 1938, and published as House Document 220, 
86th Congress. 

Senator Kerr, I want to get myself oriented here. I am trying 
to locate on that map where it is. Is it up there around the north- 
east corner of Texas? 

Mr. McRae. That is it, up here [indicating]. 

Senator Kerr. Apparently, from this map it seems to be south of 
the Red River; is that correct ¢ 
Mr. McRar. South and west. 

Senator Kerr. Ts that a navigation project? 
Mr. McRae. A flood control project. 
Senator Kerr. Go ahead. 
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Mr. McRar. The area considered in this report lies about 12 miles 
east of Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., and contains about 39,400 acres. 

In addition to that, there are 13,000 acres above the Missouri- 
Pacific Railroad, which would be drained, making a total of 52,400 
acres for the drainage area of the McKinney Bayou Basin. 

The Chief of Engineers has considered this proposal and has 
recommended the improvement, which consists of two elements; one 
Federal and one local. 

The Federal portion would consist of a main channel 14 feet deep, 
25 feet wide, beginning at mile 26.5, on McKinney Bayou, extending 
northerly 7 miles to Gillespie Ditch and a channel extension 11 feet 
deep, 16 feet wide, from a point on the main channel extending 
westwardly, with levees on both sides of the main channel a distance 
of 2.4 miles, 6 feet in height, and thence an extension of the levees 
along the left bank of McKinney Bayou, both upstream and down- 
stream to connect with the levees of the authorized project. 

Senator Kerr. When you = of the “left bank” of a river or a 
stream, how do your listeners know which bank you are referring to? 

Mr. McRae. Saenetishen they would not know. Normally we refer 
to the right bank when looking downstream. 

Senator Kerr. Looking downstream ¢ 

Mr. McRar. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Looking downstream, would you say that you would 
refer to the other bank as the left bank, too? 

Mr. MoRar. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. McRar. The improvement will provide levees designed to pro- 
vide for further improvement of McKinney Bayou, Ark., for flood 
control and drainage, comprising about 8.6 miles of channel excava- 
tion, and levee construction with appurtenant culverts. 

The first cost of the project—Federal, is $346,400; and non-Federal, 
$204,800. The annual charges are $26,700, and the annual benefits 
are $51,100, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.9 to 1. 

The local cooperation called for is to provide lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way ; to contribute in cash 20.8 percent, presently estimated 
at $90,900, of the cost of channel improvements, levees, and culverts, 
= to commencement of construction, because of land enhancement 

nefits, and to construct at their expense, bridges, relocations, and 
alterations of public utilities, rehabilitate and extend the lateral drain- 
age system, hold and save, and maintain and operate all works after 
completion. 

Local interests have indicated that they will meet the requirements 
of local cooperation as recommended. All comments on the project 
are favorable from governmental agencies and the Bureau of the 
Budget has no objection. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


MANIECE Bayou, ARK. 
(H. Doc. 288, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Maniece Bayou is a left bank tributary of the Red River in south- 
western Arkansas, entering the main stream at mile 397. For its entire length 
of about 26 miles the bayou meanders through the flood plain of Red River in 
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Lafayette County, Ark., generally following the hill line and lying roughly 
parallel to the river. Above mile 10, the bayou is known as Field Bayou. 
Above the lower end of the Red River levee, Maniece Bayou drains about 87 
square miles, of which 48 square miles are within the alluvial valley of Red 
River. 

Report authorized by—House Rivers and Harbor Committee resolution 
adopted February 25, 1938. 

Existing project—tThe existing Federal projects affecting the area are Denison 
Reservoir, and Red River below Denison Dam. The later project provides for 
raising and strengthening the main stem Red River levees and for constructing 
reservoirs in the tributary basins. The levee system is approximately 80 percent 
complete and four reservoirs are essentially completed. The plan of improve- 
ment was modified in 1955 to include a project on Maniece Bayou providing for 
realinement and enlargement of the lower 8 miles of the bayou. 

Flood problem.—The Maniece Bayou area is protected from direct headwater 
overflow from Red River, but is subject to flooding from headwater floods orig- 
inating within the watershed; and the lower part of the basin is subject to 
backwater flooding from the river. Flooding of the area above the authorized 
channel improvement at mile 8 results primarily from lack of capacity of the 
existing channels and tributary drainage ditches to accommodate rainfall run- 
off. Average annual flood damages, with the authorized improvement assumed 
to be in place, are estimated at $21,600, all of which are damages to crops. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing project for 
Red River below Denison Dam to provide for further improvement of Maniece 
Bayou, Ark., for flood control and drainage, consisting of channel enlargement 
and realinement of Maniece and Field Bayous below mile 23.1, including enlarge- 
ment of Maniece Bayou below mile 8 beyond that already authorized, provision 
of a low-water dam near the end of the existing left-bank Red River levee, 
extension of the levee by a spoil bank for a distance of 3.5 miles to the mouth of 
Maniece Bayou, and construction of an appurtenant interceptor drainage ditch. 


Estimated cost (price level March 1959) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 








Annual charges: 
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Local cooperation—Prior to initiation of construction, local interests shall 
agree to (1) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, and (2)furnish assurances that they will: (a) contribute in cash 
29.2 percent of the cost of the major outlet channel excavation to be accomplished 
by the United States due to land enhancement, and that such contribution, 
presently estimated at $270,600, be paid prior to commencement of construction, 
the final allocation of costs to be made after actual costs have been determined; 
(6) construct at their own expense all bridge changes and make all necessary 
relocations or alterations of utilities; (c) rehabilitate and extend the lateral 
drainage system; (d@) hold and save the United States free from damages; and 
(¢) maintain and operate all the works after completion. Local interests have 


indicated their willingness and ability to comply with the terms of local 
cooperation. 
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Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Notes that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 
pleased to note that their recommendations for a low-water dam in Maniece 
Bayou has been accepted. 

Department of Agriculture: Favorable. 

State of Arkansas: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 
to Congress. 

Mr. McRagr. The next project is another modification of an author- 
ized flood control project, Maniece Bayou, Ark., authorized by resolu- 
tion of the House Rivers and Harbors Committee adopted February 
25, 1938, and published in House Document 288, 86th Congress. 

Maniece Bayou is a left-bank tributary of the Red River in south- 
western Arkansas, entering the mainstream at mile 397. The entire 
length of the bayou meanders through the flood plain of Red River 
in Lafayette County, Ark. Above mile 10, the bayou is known as 
Field Bayou. 

After considering the desires of the local interests, the Chief of 
Engineers recommends modification of the existing project for further 
improvement of Maniece Bayou, consisting of channel enlargement of 
Maniece Bayou below mile 23.1, including enlargement of Maniece 
Bayou below mile 8 beyond that already authorized, provision of a 
low-water dam near the end of the existing left-bank Red River levee, 
extension of the levee by a spoil bank for a distance of 3.5 miles to the 
mouth of Maniece Bayou, and construction of an appurtenant inter- 
cepting drainage ditch, 

The first cost, Federal, $668,400; non-Federal, $453,100. 

The annual charges are $53,955. The annual benefits are $71,900, 
with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. 

It has the normal conditions of local cooperation. And, in addi- 
tion, local interests will be required to contribute in cash 29.2 per- 
cent of the cost of the major outlet channel excavation to be accom- 
plished by the United States due to land enhancement, and that 
such contribution, presently estimated at $270,600, be paid prior to 
commencement of construction, and to construct at their own expense 
all bridge changes and make all necessary relocations or alterations 
of utilities; rehabilitate and extend the lateral drainage system; to 
hold and save the United States free from damages; and maintain 
and operate all the works after completion. 

All comments from the agencies are favorable, and the Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the project. 

Senator Kerr. Very well, proceed 

(The justification ges J 


Ovacuira AND BLAcK Rivers, ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA 


Location.—Ouachita River rises in Polk County, Ark., and flows southeast to 
Jonesville, La., where it joins the Tensas and Little Rivers to form Black 
oo Thence the Black River flows generally south and empties into Red 

ver, 

Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
August 10, 1957. 

Existing project—The existing depth of 6.5 feet at low water from the 
mouth of Black River to Camden has been accomplished by dredging and the 
construction of six dams with navigable passes and a single lock, 55 feet wide 
and 268 feet long, at each site. The locks and dams were constructed during 
1912-24, They are manually operated and in poor condition. 

The River and Harbor Act of 1950 authorized a channel 9 feet deep and 
100 feet wide from the mouth of Black River to Camden, Ark., by lengthening 
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the six locks to usable lengths of 487 feet (overall lengths of 525 feet), lowering 
the lock floors by 2.5 feet, lowering the downstream lock sills, and rehabilitating 
the dams. Construction of this ‘work has not commenced. 

Navigation problem.—The existing 6.5-foot depth is insufficient for modern 
barge tows. The existing structures are in a deteriorated condition. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing projects 
for Red River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita-Black Rivers below Camden, 
Ark., would provide a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide in Red River 
between Old River and mile 31 and in the Black and Ouachita Rivers from 
the mouth of Black River to Camden by the construction of new locks 56 feet 
wide and 400 feet long and new dams at Jonesville and Columbia to replace 
four existing locks and dams; construction of new locks 56 feet wide and 400 
feet long and the rehabilitation and raising of existing dams at locks and dams 
Nos. 6 and 8, redesignated as the Felsenthal and Calion locks and dams, 
channel rectification and cutoffs, dredging, and contraction works. 


Estimated cost 


Project economics (price level May 1959) 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 


SI IID NII oo  tinancndm nabs $1, 633, 000 $80, 000 $1, 713, 000 
Operation and maintenance and replacements. - - - - ) 0 





nanan 5 785, 000 
Sa TIIs coco caciaesenacediineietin ait denen ehiieétniaeicawe 2, 418, 000 80, 000 2, 498, 000 
Annual benefits: Transportation savings. ... .......2.266..22--Jeccocnnncecnocfeceocesoc-se-- 3, 363, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.35. 

Local cooperation.—Local interests shall agree to furnish lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way, including flowage rights in overflow areas, and suitable 
spoil-disposal areas; provide adequate terminal and transfer facilities; and 
hold and save; and provided further that authority for a 9-foot depth shall 
expire 5 years from date local interests are notified of the requirements of 
local cooperation. Local interests have expressed willingness to undertake local 


compliance with the provisions of local cooperation when such requirements 
are authorized by Congress. 


ate McRaz. The next project is Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. 
and La. 

This report is for the purpose of modifying an existing navigation 
project on the Ouachita River, which rises in Polk County, Ark., 
and flows southeast to Jonesville, La., where it joins the Tensas and 
Little Rivers to form Black River. Thence the Black River flows 
generally south and empties into Red River. 

The existing project on the Ouachita River for navigation was 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1871 and subsequent 
acts. The latest modification being the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 

The existing project consists of dredging and construction of six 
dams with navigable passes and a single lock, 55 feet wide and 268 
feet long, at each site. 

Senator Kerr. You say one lock of that size at each site? 

Mr. McRae. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How many are there? 

Mr. McRar. There are six locks and dams, in other words. 

The locks and dams were constructed during 1912-24. They are 
manually operated and in poor condition. 
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The River and Harbor Act of 1950 authorized a channel 9 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide from the mouth of Black River to Camden, Ark. 
No work has been done on this modification. 

The plan of improvement proposed in the report of the Chief of 
Engineers would modify the existing project to provide for channels 
with a minimum depth of 9 feet and a minimum bottom width of 100 
feet in Red River between Old River and mile 31 and in the Black 
and Ouachita Rivers from the mouth of Black River to Camden by 
the construction of new locks 56 feet wide and 400 feet long and new 
dams at Jonesville and Columbia to replace four existing locks and 
dams, Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5, and construction of new locks 56 feet. wide 
and 400 feet long and the rehabilitation and raising of existing dams 
at locks and dams numbers 6 and 8, and channel rectification and 
cut-offs, dredging, and contraction works. 

The first cost of the project, Federal, is $43,550,000. The non- 
Federal cost is $1,440,000. 

The annual charges are $2,498,000, and the annual benefits are 
$3,363,000, to provide a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.35 to 1. 

Local cooperation specified is that local interests shall agree to 
furnish free cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, including flowage rights in overflow areas, and suitable 
spoil-disposal areas, to provide adequate terminal and transfer facili- 
ties, and to hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to construction and maintenance of the project. 

The report has been furnished to the Federal agencies and the 
States. However, as of this date we have received no replies. The 
report was sent out very recently. 

That concludes the statement on the Ouachita. 

Senator Kerr. Proceed. 

(The justification follows :) 


FRESHWATER Bayou, La. 


Location.—The proposed Freshwater Bayou navigation route located in 
southern Louisiana in Vermillion Parish would extend northward from the 
Gulf of Mexico, traversing this bayou, Belle Isle Canal, Sixmile Canal and 
Schooner Bayou cutoff to provide a connection with the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway. 

Report authorized by.—In partial response to River and Harbor Act approved 
March 2, 1945, and Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944, for study 
of all streams in southwestern Louisiana west of the West Atchafalaya Basin 
protection levee and south of the latitude of Boyce for flood control, rice 
irrigation, navigation, pollution, salt water intrusion, and drainage. This 
report, prepared as a result of the preliminary examination, pertains to a con- 
necting navigation waterway between the Gulf of Mexico and the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway in the general vicinity of Freshwater Bayou and Southwest 
Pass of Vermillion Bay. 

Navigation problem.—The gulf shore from the mouth of the Atchafalaya 
River to the mouth of the Caleasieu River, a distance of about 125 miles, has 
no authorized Federal navigation connection with the Gulf Intracoastal Water- 
way of sufficient depth to accommodate the vessels used in the offshore oil 
development. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Improvement of Freshwater Bayou is 
recommended to provide for a channel 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide from the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico, a 
lock 56 feet wide and 600 feet long near the gulf to prevent salt water intrusion 
and levees and jetties from the lock guide walls at the shoreline to the 6-foot 
contour in the gulf. The improvement is planned primarily to accommodate 
barge traffic or offshore oil development. 


44845—60—pt. 3——_8 
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Estimated cost (price levels March 1958) 





I so cniiciercieticgeet ld eddethncsbaannna eae $7, 485, 000 
DIT NGI os sosLonnrcqnistse sori ipaniatbaonielstngdaliis Gublianddiene ma aiblaanianag ieee 175, 000 
WOtel i} n ich eb et 7, 660, 000 


Project economics 
[Price levels, March 1958] 





Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 


Interest and amortization.....--...----..-----.----------- $266, 000 $6, 000 $272, 00 
Maintenance - ......------cccccennneenccenccnenneecsconcne Co a 180, 000 
Aids tO NAVIGSUON..... cccccccccccecccccesnsccascceccscouce DEEP tn athnidiesecaa 3,00 

TOE... cccnccnecccacncsnscnncenscccconcecesecensesnces 449, 000 6, 000 455, 000 








Annual benefits: 





Transportation savings to offshore oil development-..--.|....----.---.- * 516,00 § 

Harbor Of POCU@S....2.c0cc00c-censenncnccwcwwsneswecocnenenalecsodaste peso 13, 000 

BaP iEs 10 ODRTAION OF RTD DONE. ci cn ca cntconnsnantmehleesccbudeuedstlesacennpeacane 103, 000 
WON s nck. s nastier eeele<eehiea aan skeb eaten agate Raa eneed 632, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 


Local cooperations.—Local interests shall agree to furnish all lands, ease | 


ments, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas; alter pipelines, cables, 
and other utilities; and hold and save. Local interests have agreed to comply 
with all terms of local cooperation. 


[S. 1148, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To provide for the improvement of Fresh Water Bayou, Louisiana 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled. That a project on Fresh Water Bayou, 
Louisiana, in the interest of navigation, prevention of salt water intrusion, 
and drainage between the Intracoastal Waterway near Intracoastal City and 
the Gulf of Mexico is hereby adopted, substantially in accordance with the 
report of the Chief of Engineers United States Army. 

Mr. McRar. The next. project is the navigation project for Fresh- 
water Bayou La., a new proposal. 

It is in response to the River and Harbor Act of 1945 and the Flood 
Yontrol Act of 1944 for a study of all streams in southwestern Loui- 
siana west of the West Atchafalaya Basin protection levee and south 
of the latitude of Boyce for navigation flood control, and other water 
uses. 

The proposed Freshwater Bayou navigation project would extend 
northward from the Gulf of Mexico traversing this bayou—that i 
Freshwater Bayou—and Belle Isle Canal, Sixmile Canal, an 
Schooner Bayou cutoff to provide a connection with the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway. 

The immediate tributary area lies south of the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway, between the west end of White Lake and Vermillion Bay. 

The improvement that would be provided in the proposed report 
of the Chief of Engineers is a channel 12 feet deep and 120 feet wide 
from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to the 12-foot contour in the 
Gulf of Mexico, a lock 56 feet wide and 600 feet long near the gulf 
to prevent salt water intrusion, and levees and jetties from the Tock 
guide walls at the shoreline to the 6-foot contour in the gulf. The 
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improvement is planned primarily to accomodate barge traffic for off- 
shore oil development. 

The estimated Federal cost is $7,485,000, and the non-Federal cost 
is $175,000. 

The annual charges are $455,000 and the annual benefits are $632,- 
000, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. 

The local cooperation required is to furnish all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas; to alter pipelines, 
cables, and other utilities. 

The report has been furnished to the State and the Federal agen- 
cies. However we have received no comments from them and of 
course no comments from the Bureau of the Budget as yet. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(A justification ‘follows :) 


Rep River at East Pornt, La. 


Location.—East Point and the adjacent areas comprise 9,000 acres of bottom- 
land in west-central Louisiana on the left bank of the Red River, between 
Loggy Bayou and the mouth of Coushatta Bayou, 267.3 and 253.2 miles, respec- 
tively, above the mouth of Red River. 

Report authorized by—House Rivers and Harbors Committee resolution 
adopted February 25, 1938. This is an interim report in partial response to 
the authorization. 

Ewisting project.—The existing Federal projects for Denison Dam and the 
Red River below Denison Dam provide for construction of reservoirs in com- 
bination with existing or authorized Federal and non-Federal levee improve- 
ments, channel stabilization, and incorporation of existing projects. Levee 
and channel improvements in the immediate vicinity of the area under con- 
sideration include a main stem levee on the right bank of Red River and channel 
improvement in Loggy Bayou from its mouth to a point 7.8 miles upstream. 

Flood problem.—The area is subject to flooding from Red River by backwater 
entering through Coushatta Bayou during ordinary floods, and by overflow 
along the left bank during extreme floods. Average annual damages under 
existing conditions for reoccurrence of the seven major floods from 1908 through 
1958 are estimated at $31,600. The corresponding annual damages after all 
reservoirs are completed on the Red River tributaries below Denison Dam are 
estimated at $12,200. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing project for 
Red River below Denison Dam to provide for the construction of about 13 miles 
of levee and levee enlargement, commencing at the existing levee across the 
head of Coushatta Bayou near mile 4 of Loggy Bayou and extending along the 
south bank of Loggy Bayou to its mouth thence downstream along Red River 
to mile 257 and easterly across the embankment of the Louisiana & Arkansas 
Railroad to the bluff line; with a closure and outlet structure at Coushatta, 
and by overflow along the left bank during extreme floods. 


Estimated cost (price level of July 1959) 


a Sih A at 58g Se eee gore aateeameepaeaeieas $273,000 
rem eee mas Oooh a a A i 26,100 
I sg Tha ciate ie tanita ea att teal i ciate cas ae 299,100 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Initerent and emortiantlon... ~~ cecgenceccpeenesanenesaess $9, 700 $1, 200 $10, 900 
PID | inc cciciccnnnsagpnackttnoutousees taubecdeulioineatedcantasas 900 900 
SIE CIIONIED C0 SEINE gio ncwantnnncecetmonacnantaslaundataiindnnns 100 100 


TORR scons 5 4225 sp sspenapunsdnonsameommesdgvessoheos 9, 700 2, 200 11, 900 
Annual benefits: Prevention of fiood damages-.........-----.--|--.-----------]-------------- 18, 600 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements and rights-of-way, make re- 
locations and alterations of highways and utilities required, maintain and 
operate the works, hold and save the United States free from damages and 
permit no encroachment on ponding areas unless substitute storage or pump 
ing capacity is provided without cost to the United States. Local interests 
are willing and able to furnish items of cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

State of Louisiana: Favorable. 
Department of Interior: Favorable. 

Remarks.—This project could not be accomplished under the small unauthor. 
ized project authority (Public Law 84-685) because it is a modification of an 
authorized project. 

Mr. McRaz. The last report I have, sir, is that for Red River at 
East Point, for flood control. 

- The report is responsive to the House Rivers and Harbors Com- 
mittee resolution adopted February 25, 1938. 

East Point is located on the Red River, south of Shreveport and 
between Shreveport and Alexandria. There is no authorized project 
for East Point at the present time. 

The Chief of Engineers proposed report would recommend modi- 
fication of the project for the Red River below Denison Dam to pro- 
vide for the construction of about 13 miles of levee and levee enlarge- 
ment, commencing at the existing levee at the head of Coushatta 
Bayou, near mile 4 of Loggy Bayou, and extending along the south 
bank of Loggy Bayou to its mouth, thence downstream along Red 
River to mile 257, and easterly across the embankment of the Louisi- 
ana and Arkansas Railroad to the bluff line, with a closure and outlet 
structure at Coushatta Bayou and other appurtenant work. 

The estimates Federal cost is $273,000 and the non-Federal cost 
$26,100. 

The annual charges are $11,900, and the annual benefits are 
$18,600, with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.6 to 1. 

The normal conditions of local cooperation are specified. En- 
croachment on ponding areas is not to be permitted unless substitute 
storage or pumping capacities are provided without cost to the 
United States. Local interests are willing and able to furnish the 
items of local cooperation. 

That concludes that project. 

Senator Kerr. What was the report of the agencies? 

Mr. McRar. This is a new report which has just gone to the agen- 
cies. We have received a comment only from the State of Louisiana. 
It is favorable. We have not received comments from the Federal 
agencies nor from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. You do not have a report on it from the Department 
of the Interior? 

Mr. McRar. I now find that we do have a favorable comment from 
the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(Justification of the next project follows :) 


PAWOCATUCK, CONN. 


(H. Doc. 212, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—On the west bank of the Pawcatuck River about 5 miles above its 
mouth. Westerly, R.I., is on the east bank opposite Pawcatuck. 
Report authorized by.—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session. 
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Bristing project.—No hurricane project for the area. 

Flood problem.—Hurricane losses in the Pawcatuck area result chiefly from 
inundation caused by hurricane-induced rain, and wind action. The economy 
of Pawcatuck, population about 7,000, is centered around manufacturing. Av- 
erage annual damages are estimated at $69,000. Recurrence of the maximum 
hurricane tide of record would cause an estimated loss of $2,600,000 of which 
about 50 percent would accrue to the industrial area of Pawcatuck. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of a floodwall 
extending about 200 feet from the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
eastward to Mechanic Street about 100 feet north of the Bostitch Co. plant; an 
earthfill dike about 2,400 feet long extending from Mechanic Street to the river- 
bank and thence southward along the river to high ground south of the Cottrell 
Co. plant ; two stoplog closures across Mechanic Street ; and a pumping plant for 
interior drainage. 


Estimated cost (price level of 1958) 


FORTE... enn ne pennies ee gonna sansenaeeene $409, 000 
I can isa carwano coeds Rela aight creas arae eeienaben ened teestata 176, 000 
AN itachi aabeent panned ep apeaiete 585, 000 


Project economics 





Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 









Interest and amortization... ..<02005-<<0s60-sen-se-eee<- $15, 000 $6, 000 $21, 000 
PRR EOS GHT CTRIOIE. on caminpesiandqaaredesnacniasbuahcacag hoaae 5,800 5, 800 
TING id ink on consaseynbeenmliosipedtohneeonasdesameteipanstebosguaenll 200 
ONE cnccccwceccdbbskndanculag Weuabcbidabadsobsbuasbhke 15, 000 12,000 27,000 
Annual benefits: fc 
Stn CORNERS DOCUOIIIDR, 6... 5 nde cpniis deine <q <aptdnanthqunsienheninntnte 55, 000 
rp nen GF GERORIINY GONG... ccccecicccncendsacewsascancctamcnicidvesessiesnes nine 2, 400 
ES once enntverqs<intineotelcntensbeneenes tnkobhans teen 57, 400 





Benefit-cost ratio—2.1. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost of the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; (b) 
accomplish without cost to the United States all alterations and relocations 
of buildings, streets, storm drains, and utilities made necessary by reason 
of the construction; (c) bear 30 percent of the total first cost, a sum presently 
estimated at $176,000 to consist of the items listed in (a) and (b) above and 
a cash contribution now estimated at $86,000, the cash to be paid in a lump 
sum prior to commencement of construction and the final allocation of cost 
to be made after actual costs and values have been determined; (d) hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to the construction works; and 
(e) operate and maintain all the works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Local interests are willing 
to furnish the items of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Connecticut : Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Smirn. The next project is a local protection project for 
the prevention of hurricane damage in the Pawcatuck, Conn., area. 
It is one of a series of reports which will constitute a survey of the 
entire coast of New England which is subject to tidal flooding from 
hurricanes. 

The study is authorized by Public Law No. 71 of the 84th Congress, 
Ist session. 

The maximum hurricane tide of record in this area at this time 
would cause estimated damages of $2,600,000 in the Little Narragan- 
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sett Bay area, about half of which would occur in the industrial 
area of the town of Pawcatuck. 

In the 1938 hurricane, 100 lives were lost in this area and 253 
buildings were swept away. The maximum hurricane tide occurring 
at high tide would cover the area shown in yellow on the map. 


Local interests asked for a barrier across the bay, or across the [ 


river, to protect their communities upstream. They also stress needs 


for protecting the Pawcatuck industrial area where about one-half | 


of the damage occurred. 


A study was made of the barrier across the outer bay and across f 
the river at various locations, and none of these barriers could be fF 


economically justified. 

The only existing Federal project in the area is a 10-foot navigation 
‘channel in the river to Westerly, R.I. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends a local protection project 


for the town of Pawcatuck, providing for an earth fill dike about 


2,400 feet, long, with floodwalls, a stoplog closure and pumping plant 
for interior drainage. 
Local interests are required to provide lands, easements rights-of- 


way, and accomplish alterations and relocations of buildings, streets ” 


and utilities, and to bear 30 percent of the first cost, a sum nes 
estimated at $176,000, consisting of the previous items plus a cash 


contribution estimated at $86,000. Local interests have indicated 


a willingness to meet the terms of local cooperation. 


The estimated cost of this project is $585,000, of which the Federal | 


cost is $409,000, and the non-Federal, $176,000. The benefit-cost 
ratio is 2.1. 
The Bureau of the Budget and other Federal agencies have no 


objection to the project. The State of Connecticut favors its comple: 
tion. 


That concludes my statement. 


Senator Kerr. It has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget, 


did you say, Colonel Smith? 
Colonel Smrru. That is right. 


Senator Kerr. We have a letter from Senator Pastore in which he © 


endorses this project. He is interested in a 400-foot breakwater at 
the entrance to Watch Hill Cove for the protection of Westerly, R.L 


Colonel Smrrn. That project is on the list—it is scheduled right © 


after the next one, sir. 
Senator Kerr. That is a navigation project? 
Colonel Smrru. It is navigation. 
Senator Kerr. It, also, has this feature? 
Colonel Smirn. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 
(The justification follows :) 


STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT 


(H. Doc. 210, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—On the north shore of Long Island Sound about 30 miles east of 
New York City. 


Report authorized by.—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session, approved 


June 15, 1955. 
Ewisting project—There is no authorized Federal hurricane project for the 


area. The existing Federal navigation project for Stamford Harbor provides © 
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for an entrance channel, 200 feet wide and 18 feet deep, for 0.5 mile, and 
thence 15 feet deep for 0.5 mile to the junction of the East and West Branches; 
a channel 12 feet deep for 1.5 miles in the Bast Branch; a channel 15 feet deep 
for 0.75 mile in the West Branch; a basin 15 feet deep at the head of West 
Branch ; 2 anchorages, one 18 feet deep on the west side of the 18-foot entrance 
channel and one 8 feet deep on the east side of the Bast Branch; and detached 
breakwaters on each side of the entrance to the outer harbor. The existing 
Federal navigation project for Westcott Cove provides for a channel 100 feet 
wide and 8 feet deep from Long Island Sound through Westcott Cove to the 
south limit of the lagoon at Cummings Park. 

Flood problem.—Stamford has a serious problem of hurricane tidal flooding, 
particularly in the industrial area. Average annual damages from tidal flooding 
amount to $498,000. A recurrence of the tidal flood of record would cause an 
estimated loss of $5,800,000. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a barrier across the Past 
Branch near its mouth with land dike extensions and a gated opening for 
navigation, dike and wall protection along the east bank of the West Branch 
including a pumping station, and dike protection in the Westcott Cove—Cum- 
mings Park area of the city. 


Estimated cost (price level of 1957) 


sb ci reurinpariameb wihetienaaihewiian deg holes teed $3, 030, 000 
INGE hate cthinnadiapiiantn ane nmainebamtanteaiiee eel 2, 556, 000° 
eee RIES Loe UE SSO et St ee 5, 586, 000 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
Taterest and amiortisastion, ...........2c,cccccccccccscncecens $112, 000 $93, 000 $205, 000 
Operation and maintenance-...-.......-...-...-----.-.---- 31,000 11,000 42, 000: 
SE TE. nnccnongncimdnpetcliphienmcdigenawaniieids EME Voie pivapissaeeibipinart 1,000 
Nichi acc sntnedinaa chase bisa name aamianaaeleaen 144, 000 104, 000 248, 000 

Annual benefits: 
ny Carer NORE GENUINE coo in ccadcnntcnadigusadibaganbeodinbe balkcaaccameaananaand 337, 000 
PENSIONS OF CORNET EORCT O08 15.5 i420) a adi ridelasndnn|seasentasssunpeennctbbasebhd 17, 000: 

EE DLE LEI LE, IE LILI, FA ET ENED IN 9, 

TN dntstsagichinneet voce dngdaseien iv tedabvae diindetababatn meade: 363, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—L.5. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project; (b) 
accomplish without cost to the United States all modifications to the existing 
storm drainage system which may be required to obtain the full benefits of 
the protection plan, all necessary modifications to the existing sanitary sewer 
facilities required to prevent the entry of tidal-flood waters, and all changes, 
alterations, and additions to or relocations of any buildings and utilities made 
necessary by the construction of the project; (c) bear 30 percent of the total 
first cost, a sum presently estimated at $1,676,000 to consist of the items listed 
in (a) and (b) above and a cash contribution now estimated at $1,406,000, the 
cash to be paid in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction and the- 
final apportionment of cost to be made after actual costs and values have been 
determined ; (d@) contribute in cash, in lieu of the cost of annual maintenance 
and operation of the tidal portion of the East Branch barrier, an amount 
presently estimated at $880,000, the cash to be paid in a lump sum prior to 
commencement of construction; (€) maintain and operate all the works after 
completion, with the exception of the tidal portion of Hast Branch barrier 
and aids to navigation, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Army; and (f) hold and save the United States free from damages 
due to the construction works and the operation thereof. Local interests have 
indicated that they will furnish the items of local cooperation. 
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Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable. 

State of Connecticut: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 

Colonel SmirH. The next project is an interim hurricane surve 
report for Stamford, Conn. The study was authorized by Public 
Law No. 71, 84th Congress, 1st session, approved June 15, 1955 

It was submitted to the Congress on July 30, 1959. 

Stamford is located about 30 miles east of New York City on the 
north shore of Long Island Sound. About 230 manufacturing plants 
are located in the city producing diversified products. 

Senator Kerr. You say that they are on Long Island? : 

Colonel Smrru. It is on Long Island Sound, sir, on the north shore, 

Senator Kerr. I did not hear the word “Sound.” 

Colonel Smirn. It is in the State of Connecticut. 

Flooding occurs from water in Long Island Sound rising during 
hurricanes and storm tides; 38 hurricanes have been experienced in 
the area since 1900. The recurrence of the maximum tide of record 
would cause flood damages estimated at $5,800,000. Most of the dam- 7 
age occurs in the south end area of the city between the East Branch 
and the West Branch of Stamford Harbor. This harbor area is 7 
occupied by industries, commercial establishments, and dwellings. 7 
In 1938, the area was inundated to a depth of 4 feet. , 

There is no authorized Federal hurricane protection project in J 
the area. There is a Federal navigation project providing a 15-foot 
channel into the West Branch, and a 12-foot channel into the East 
Branch, with detached breakwaters on each side of the entrance to 
protect the entrance. 3 

Consideration was given to nine different plans to protect this © 
area. After evaluating the plans, the Chief of Engineers recom: | 
mends construction of a barrier across the East Branch, near its 
mouth, with land dike extensions and a gated opening for navigation; 
dike and flood wall protection along the east bank of the West Branch, 
including a pumping station, and dike protection in the Westcott | 
Cove-Cummings Park area of the city. F 

Local interests are required to furnish all lands, easements, rights: © 
of-way, to provide all changes, alterations, additions and relocations | 
to buildings, utilities and interior drainage, and to bear 30 percent 
of the first cost, consisting of the previous requirements plus a cash | 
contribution estimated at $1 "406,000. 

They will also be required to contribute in cash in advance of 
construction the cost of annual maintenance and operation of the © 
navigation portion of the barrier for the life of the project. 

Senator Kerr. Say that again. 

Colonel Smiru. They will be required to contribute in cash in ad- 
vance of construction the cost of annual maintenance and operation 
of the navigation portion of the barrier for the life of the project. 

Senator Kerr. What is the life of the project? 

Colonel Smiru. Fifty years, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How much is the contribution that they will be 
required to provide for that ? 

Colonel Smrrn. That is estimated at $880,000. 
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Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smiru. They will also be required to maintain and oper- 
ate the balance of the project after it is completed. 

The Federal Government will maintain and operate the barrier 
portion with the funds furnished by local interests. 

The estimated cost of the project is $5,586,000. The benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

The Bureau of the Budget and other Federal agencies have no 
objection to the project, and the State of Connecticut favors its 
construction. 

Senator Casr. I note that the non-Federal portion here is $2,556,000 
against the Federal cost of $3,030,000. That indicates that the non- 
Federal cost is relatively much larger than in many other areas. 

Senator Kerr. They have the $880,000 which they are requiring 
them to put up in advance of the construction to pay for 50 years of 
maintenance. It includes that; is that correct? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. This is under the hurricane authorization 
which requires local interests to contribute 30 percent of the first cost. 

Senator Kerr. Plus the cost of maintenance. You have included 
that in this authorization proposal ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. They have to pay for the maintenance. 

Senator Case. It is in all particulars in conformity with the for- 
mula for the hurricane authorization ? 

Colonel Smirx. It is in compliance with that formula; yes, sir. 


HuRRICANE COST-SHARING FORMULA 


(Additional statement furnished by the Corps of Engineers to more fully 
explain compliance with hurricane cost-sharing formula.) 

The policy calls for apportionment of at least 30 percent of the first cost to 
non-Federal interests and not to exceed 70 percent to the Federal Government. 
Lands, easements and rights-of-way and relocations shall be provided by local 
interests, without cost to the United States, and will be credited to the local 
contribution. When the cost of these items is less than 30 percent of the first 
costs, the difference shall be borne by non-Federal interests as a cash contribution 
payable at the time of project construction. In addition, maintenance and 
operation shall be the responsibility of local interests in general accordance with 
procedures for local flood protection projects. 

In the case of the project for Stamford, the East Branch barrier crosses a 
Federal navigation project, and operation and maintenance of this barrier and 
its gates must be accomplished with the needs of navigation in view. Perform- 
ance of maintenance and operation of the gates by the Federal Government 
would be in the public interest since proper timing of gate closure during hurri- 
canes is essential. Accordingly, non-Federal interests are required to make a 
cash contribution ($880,000) equivalent to the estimated capitalized value of 
the maintenance and operation that will be undertaken by the Federal Govern- 
ment. This amount is normally required at time of construction and will be 
applied to the construction cost. When warranted for special reasons, contribu- 
tions toward maintenance may be required periodically. Annual operation and 
maintenance of all other features of the plan will be done by local interests. 


Senator Case. As to this project, the local interests will evidently 
have to make a stiffer local contribution than is customary or is 
found in many projects. However, of course, those who live in the 
hurricane areas know that there was no Federal-aid program until 
this committee developed a formula and they would like to take 
advantage of it. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 
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(The justification for the next project follows :) 


LITTLE NARRAGANSETT BAY AND WATCH HILL Cove, RHODE ISLAND AND 
CONNECTICUT 


Location.—Little Narragansett Bay is on the Rhode Island-Connecticut 
boundary at the mouth of Pawcatuck River. Watch Hill Cove is at the south. 
east corner of the bay in the town of Westerly, R.I. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the House Public Works Committee 
adopted July 31, 1957. 

Existing project—The existing project for Pawcatuck River, R.I. and 
Conn., provides for a channel in Little Narragansett Bay in the river 10 feet deep 
at mean low water, 200 feet wide from Stonington to Avondale, about 4 miles; 
100 feet wide thence, to the lower wharves at Westerly, about 3 miles; and 
40 feet wide between the lower and upper wharves at Westerly, about 0.5 mile; 
removal of obstructions at Watch Hill, at the southeastern part of Little 
Narragansett Bay; a channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the mouth 
of Paweatuck River into Watch Hill Cove; an anchorage basin in the cove 
10 feet deep and about 16 acres in area; and a riprap jetty 200 feet in length 
near the southwest corner of the basin. 

Navigation problem.—The anchorage area of Watch Hill Cove is crowded 
throughout the season and the cove is exposed to the west and northwest winds 
which cause damages to moored craft. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of a break- 
water 400 feet long at the entrance to watch Hill Cove, extension of the existing 
Watch Hill Cove jetty 100 feet shoreward, enlargement of the entire jetty, 
and enlargement of the anchorage in Watch Hill Cove by dredging 1.75 acres 
to a depth of 6 feet. 


Estimated cost (October 1959 price level) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 





Enterest and ammertitation: 2056.0 dcd..sissksucscusncedeces $3, 800 $4, 350 $8, 150 

Maintenance: 
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Annual benefits: 

SEER S| AE ICRI LEE NRE NAP Ae ae 20,790 
Shore protection.......... retacebhcahouWdupwodetbunceclet he iseeeae dane betetedeeetaes 70 
ited hicks sien denacscisdanssugucensdbaaitedcededtlwaceséuaerbete Licheseonegteivbinieles 21, 540 


Benefjit-cost ratio.—1.9. 

Local cooperation —(a) Contribute in cash 51 percent of the first cost of 
construction due to recreational boating and shore protection benefits, a con- 
tribution presently estimated at $102,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to 
initiation of construction, the final apportionment of cost to be made after 
the actual costs have been determined; (0b) provide without cost to the 
United States all necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal 
areas for the construction and subsequent maintenance of the project, when 
and as required; (c) hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction and maintenance of the project; and (d@) maintain without 
cost to the United States necessary mooring facilities and utilities, including a 
public landing with suitable supply facilities, open to all on equal terms. Local 
interests have indicated that they will cooperate in the proposed improvement. 
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Colonel Smirn. The next project is at Watch Hill Cove, concerning 
the modification of the harbor located at the southwest corner of the 
Little Narragansett Bay at Westerly, R.I. The report is being pre- 
pared in response to a resolution of the House Public Works Com- 
mittee adopted July 31, 1957. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors approved the 
project at its meeting the 19th of February 1960. 

The existing project provides for a channel 10 feet deep and 100 
feet wide from the mouth of Pawcatuck into the Watch Hill Cove 
anchorage basin, and an anchorage basin in the cove 10 feet deep 
and about 16 acres in area, and a riprap jetty 200 feet in length near 
the southwest corner of the basin. 

There is no commercial shipping in the cove, and the harbor is 
used only for recreation craft. The town of Watch Hill is a popular 
summer resort and has a large seasonal population. The present 
anchorage is crowded and exposed to damaging waves from the west 
and northwest winds. 

Local interests desire enlargement of the anchorage basin and 
additional improvement to protect the cove. 

After careful consideration of these desires, the proposed report 
of the Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide for the construction of a breakwater 400 feet long 
at the entrance to Watch Hill Cove, extension of the existing Watch 
Hill Cove jetty 100 feet shoreward, and enlargement of the entire 
jetty, and enlargement of the anchorage in Watch Hill Cove by 
dredging 1.75 acres to a depth of 6 feet. The closure of the breach 
along Little Narragansett Bay that was desired by the local interests 
was not found to be justified. 

Local interests would be required to contribute in cash 51 percent 
of the first cost of construction, due to recreational boating and 
shore protection benefits, a contribution presently estimated at 
$102,000. They would also be required to comply with the other 
usual terms of local operation. 

The total first cost of the construction is $200,000, of which $98,000 
is the Federal cost. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.9 to 1. 

Senator Case. Is that not quite an unusual project where the local 
contribution exceeds 50 percent ? 

Colonel Smrru. Not for a recreational and beach erosion project, 
sir. 

Senator Case. I am not suggesting that it is unusual in the sense 
of being unwarranted, but we do not often have projects, according 
to my recollection, where the local community has to come up with 
over 50 percent of the support for the project. 

Colonel Smrrn. It is unusual, sir, but in this case there are some 
benefits credited to beach erosion, of which the Federal Government 
pays only one-third and the local interests pay two-thirds. 

Banator Case. The features which the Federal Government would 
retain were in the basic authorization for projects of this type, were 
they not? 

Colonel Smiru. They are; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You say that you were not able to recommend the 
400-foot breakwater at the entrance to Watch Hill Cove? 
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Colonel Smirx. We did recommend that, sir. We did not recom. 
mend a barrier across the outer bay which the people in Watch Hill 
Cove requested. 

Senator Kerr. I see. That is included in the estimated cost of 
$200,000 ? 

Colonel Smirn. The 400-foot barrier is. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Cass. One further question. Will there be any special 


boating facilities here or harbor facilities that will be operated by f 


private interests? 


Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir; there will be, but they are also required § 


to have a public landing open to all on equal terms. 


Senator Casze.Who will get the proceeds from the part that is | 


privately operated ? 

Colonel Smrru. From the public landing, sir? 

Senator Casr. No; not from the public landing, but from the facili- 
ties that are privately operated. Who will get the proceeds from 
those ? 

Colonel Smiru. Whoever owns the private facilities, sir. 

We do not enter into that. 


Senator Casr. You do not enter into that. I want the record to | 
be clear here on that question. If there are any type of facilities 
being licensed to operate here, if they are part of the facilities that 
we provide at cost to the Federal Government, I should like to know — 


that—or whether they are encompassed by the local contribution. 

Senator Kerr. That is the local contribution. That is for the 
breakwater. What do you call this over here at the left? 

Colonel Smrru. There are two breakwaters. 

Senator Kerr. That is for the jetty and the dredging out of the 
cove. And that is available to the general public and any private 
facilities that are there, and is aside from this? 

Colonel Smirn. That is correct. We just dredge the entrance area 
into the harbor. 

Senator Kerr. And aside from that it would be like a private 
facility around any other navigation project where you provide 
navigation features, but private steamship lines own the piers and 
other such facilities ? 

Colonel Smrru. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And one of the things that you require here is a 
place to be available for the public? 

Colonel Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. That is for those who enter there? 

Colonel Smrru. That. is right. Does that answer your questions! 
_ Senator Casx. I do not know that it is a direct answer. I think 
it is implied in what you said. You have not directly answered as 
to whether or not there are any facilities being constructed by the 
Federal Government as such. 

Senator Kerr. That will be privately owned? 

Senator Casr. That. will be privately operated. 

Colonel Smrru. All we are doing is dredging the entrance and 
anchorage and building the jetties. ; 

_ Senator Kerr. That answers the question, sir. You are not build- 
ing any facilities that will be privately operated ? 
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Colonel Smrru. We are not. 
Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 
(Justification follows :) 


MAMARONECK Harsor, N.Y. 
(H. Doe. 209, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Mamaroneck Harbor is in a small estuary on the north shore of 
Long Island Sound 5 miles southwest of the Connecticut State line. It com- 
prises an open outer harbor and an inner harbor containing east and west 
basins. 

Report authorized by.—River and Harbor Act approved July 24, 1946. 

Ezvisting project——Provides for a channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide from 
Long Island Sound to Orienta Point, and thence 80 feet wide to a point about 
150 feet below the Boston Post Road including an extension to the northeast, 
300 feet long and 80 feet wide; an anchorage in the east basin 10 feet deep; and 
an anchorage in the west basin, 6 feet deep, connected to the main channel by 
a channel 6 feet deep and 80 feet wide. 

Navigation problem.—Additional anchorage area is needed as the present 
harbor facilities are inadequate to accommodate the demand for space for 
recreational boats. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing project to 
provide for an anchorage, with an area of 14 acres and a depth of 6 feet, in the 
east basin. 

Estimated cost (price level of January 1958) 


Ise pack cs cs mh Aes ecnigpeman cs alge pase aka apg iam cones efaneraleguaipantaeesiogaaees $105, 000 
Pe Noss a ee dcdeabounth beeen nea wail eaeetke ~ 105, 000 
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Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 











Annual charges: 
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Benefit-cost ratio—5.1. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash 50 percent of the first cost of 
construction due to land enhancement and recreational boating benefits, a 
contribution presently estimated at $105,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior 
to initiation of construction, the final allocation of cost to be made after actual 
costs have been determined; (b) provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas necessary for 
the initial construction and subsequent maintenance of the anchorage; when 
and as required; (c) hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction and maintenance of the anchorages; (d) provide at all 
times adequate public landing facilities, open to all on equal terms, for access 
to the shore by users of the anchorage; and (¢) allocate an adequate portion 
of the anchorage to accommodate a minimum of 15 boats, and provide mooring 
facilities equal to those in the portions of the anchorage designated for use by 
local craft. Local interests are willing and able to provide the required local 
cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of New York: Favorable. 
Conments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 
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Colonel Smiru. The next project is at Mamaroneck Harbor, N.Y,, 
to provide an additional anchorage area for small boats at an exist- 
ing Federal channel. The study was authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act of 1946 and was submitted to the Congress on July 29, 
1959. 

Mamaroneck Harbor is a small estuary on the north shore of Long 
Island Sound, 5 miles southwest of the Connecticut State line, in 
Westchester County, N. Y. The tributary area is light industrial, 
commercial, and residential. Commercial activities in the harbor 
include boatyard operation, construction, and the selling of recreation 
craft and handling waterborne commerce. The average annual com- 
merce is 170,000 tons, consisting of sand, gravel, stone, and petroleum 
products. About 740 recreational craft are based in the harbor, and 
about 100 transient boats visit the harbor annually. 


The existing channel in the harbor is 10 feet deep from Long | 


Island Sound through the east basin to a point 150 feet below the 
Boston Post Road. 

Senator Kerr. Below the what? 

Colonel Smrru. The Boston Post Road which runs right along 
the top of the map. 

There is a 300-foot extension channel to the northeast, and a 10- 
foot anchorage of 4 acres in the east basin. 

Senator Kerr. That isup above there. What isthe west basin? 

Colonel Smrrn. The west basin has an anchorage of 6 feet deep 
and 8.7 acres in extent, connected with a 6-foot channel to the main 
channel. The existing harbor facilities are inadequate. There is 
a constantly increasing number of residents who desire to use this area 
for boating purposes. Further development of the boating industry 
and allied activities is dependent upon the provision of additional 
harbor facilities. Local interests desire a 6 foot anchorage of about 
15 acres in the east basin. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project for an anchorage of 14 acres, and a depth of 6 feet in the 
east basin. This will provide anchorage space for about 150 addi- 
tional boats. 

Local interests will be required to contribute in cash 50 percent of 
the cost of the construction presently estimated as $105,000, plus the 
usual terms of local cooperation. 

The present estimated cost of the plan is $210,000, of which the 
Federal cost is $105,000, and $2,500 annually for maintenance. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 5.1 to 1. 


The Bureau of the Budget and other agencies offer no objection to | 


the project and the State of New York favors its construction. 

Senator Casz. I am rather intrigued by the fact that the local inter- 
ests will contribute in cash 50 percent of the first cost of this, and then 
will be liable for anything above that if it costs more than that. What 
would happen in case the total cost was less than the $210,000! 
Would you refund part of the $105,000? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes; they will pay 50 percent of the actual first cost. 
And $105,000 is our present estimate. 

Senator Case. And they put that up in advance? 

Colonel Smrru. Yes. 
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Senator Case. The contract provides, of course, that if it exceeds 
the $210,000, they will put up an additional amount equal to 50 percent 
of that amount ¢ 

Colonel Smirn. That is right. 

Senator Case. In many instances, the provision for local contribu- 
tions is not stated in terms of percent. It is stated in terms of local 
rights-of-ways, easements, or certain other features, and is of a fixed 
amount. This isa 50 percent requirement, whatever it is, up or down? 

Colonel Smiru. That is right. 

Senator Muskie. Is this 50 percent requirement a usual one with 
respect to recreational activities? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. It is the usual formula for similar projects, is it not ? 

Colonel Smiru. That is right, when all of the benefits are 
recreational. 

Senator Muskie. Occasionally, when the benefits are recreational, 
the local interests would have to provide that part represented by 
that, but you say it is 50 percent which is customary ¢ 

Colonel Smrrn. For recreational, it is 50-50 which is customary 
because of the recreational benefits. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Proceed. 

(Justification follows :) 


KISSIMMEE RIVER BASIN, NIcopEMUsS SLouGH AREA, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN 
FLORIDA 


(S.D. 53, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Area under consideration is bounded generally on the west, north, 
and east by the Lake Okeechobee levees which are part of the authorized 
central and southern Florida project, and on the south by the Atlantic Coast 
Line Railroad and U.S. Highway No. 27. The area comprises about 39 square 
miles. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution of Senate Public Works Committee adopted 
November 15, 1954. 

Existing project— Area is within the bounds of the comprehensive central 
and southern Florida project, although there are no works authorized in the 
area considered in this report. 

Flood problem.—Inadequate drainage and relatively flat terrain have re- 
sulted in flood damages to cattle and pastureland in parts of the Nicodemus 
Slough area and have prevented development of the area for higher agricul- 
tural use. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Protection of lands in the Nicodemus 
Slough area, Glades County, Fla., by construction of an interceptor canal and 
levee across the drainage area, a control structure, and necessary drainage 
structures. While the recommended work will afford some improvement in 
gravity drainage for the upper two-thirds of the area, benefits from flood control 
and Jand enchancement would accrue primarily to the lower lying area between 
the proposed levee and the Lake Okeechobee boundary area comprising about 
13 square miles, of which 6 square miles would receive most of the benefits. 
The capacity of the borrow canal upstream of the levee was based on the 10- 
year-flood runoff coincident with a recurrence of the maximum flood of record 
on Lake Okeechobee. 


Estimated cost (price level, March 1957) 
WO cre ccs cele oe eS ee ee oe cee Se ee eel $318, 000 
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Federal Non-Federal 


Annual charges: 7 
Interest and amortization $11, 200 $5, 200 
Operation and maintenance. 0 6, 200 


Total 11, 400 


Annual benefits: 
en ee ee a eee 
Land enhancement 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.15 to 1. 

Local cooperation—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil dis- 
posal areas; assume cost of necessary relocations and alterations; hold and save 
the United States free from damage; maintain and operate works after construc. 
tion; contribute 31.5 percent toward the cost of contracts plus supervision and 
administration of the work, an amount presently estimated at $135,200. The 
local interests’ share of the construction costs is based on the land enhancement 
benefits of the project. The Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Dis- 
trict has given assurance of their intention of fulfilling local requirements, but 
reserves the right to protest present cost-sharing features. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: States that improvement would have insignifi- 
cant effects upon fish and wildlife resources. 

Department of Agriculture: States that the improvement will not affect 
either national forest lands or privately owned forest lands. 

State of Florida: No objections, but reserves for Central and Southern 
Florida Flood Control District Board the privilege of protesting proposed 
cost-sharing plan. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 
to Congress. 


Colonel Smrrn. The next project is the Nicodemus Slough area in 
Florida. This report was submitted to Congress in response to a reso- 
lution of this committee on November 15, 1954. 

The project is a major drainage improvement in Nicodemus Slough, 
an area of about 39 square miles, just west of Lake Okeechobee. Most 
of the land is unimproved pastureland and the vegetation is mostly 
scrub growth and native grass interspersed with other water plants. 
It is bounded on the north and west by Fish Eating Creek which 
has 

Senator Kerr. Fish Eating Creek? 

Colonel Smiru. Fish Eating. I think that the Indians had some- 
thing to do with all of the peculiar names in Florida. 

Senator Kerr. All right. They did not name this Nicodemus 
Slough, though, I will guarantee you that. 

Colonel Smrru. The area is bounded on the east by Lake Okee- 
chobee levees, which is part of the authorized central and southern 
Florida flood control project, and on the south by the Atlantic Coast 
Line Railroad, and U.S. Highway No. 27. 

Natural drainage in the area goes into Lake Okeechobee through 
culverts 5 and 5—-A when the lake stages permit. 

The boundaries of the drainage area prevent flooding by Fish Fat- 
ing Creek to the north and Lake Okeechobee to the east. Canal No. 
19 of the central and southern Florida project drains the southeast 
corner of Nicodemus Slough into the Caloosahatchee River. In- 
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adequate drainage and relatively flat terrain have resulted in frequent 
and substantial flood damages in this area. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends construction of an interceptor 
canal and levee across the drainage area, that is, across Nicodemus 
Slough, to direct the flow above the 20 foot contour north to levee 
D-38, and a control structure S-81. This will afford some improve- 
ment in gravity drainage for the upper two-thirds of the area. 

The primary benefits will accrue from flood control and land en- 
hancement benefits to the lower lying area between the levee and 
Lake Okeechobee. The capacity of the canal is based on the 10-year 
flood run-off coincident with the recurrence of the maximum flood of 
record on Lake Okeechobee. 

Local interests are required to contribute 31.5 percent toward the 
cost of construction, a contribution which presently is estimated at 
$135,200, and to maintain and operate the work after construction 
and pay the costs of necessary relocation and alterations, furnish land, 
easements, and rights-of-way, and spoil disposal areas. The total cost 
of the work is $463,000 of which the Federal share is $318,000. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.15 to 1. 

Interested Federal agencies have no objection to the project. The 
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District has given as- 
surances of fulfilling the local requirements but reserve the right to 
protest the cost-sharing plan. 

Senator Case. What does that mean ? 

Colonel Smrrn. That means that the local interests think that they 
should pay a lesser amount. 

Senator Kerr. Do they have witnesses who have asked to be heard ? 
If so, the committee will hear their testimony. I understand that such 
a request has been made. 

Senator Casp. I would like to ask what the position of the Corps 
of Engineers would be if the flood-control district protests the features 
of the project. 

Colonel Smrru. The project is not authorized as yet, sir, and 

Senator Casr. Of course it is not. That is the question before the 
committee. But the committee should know before it authorizes 
this whether this sentence nullifies the provision for the local cost 
sharing. 

General Cassipy. If the committee authorized this project, with 
this requirement of local cooperation, we would not construct the pro- 
ject until the requirements of local cooperation were met. 

Senator Casz. Certainly, the Central and Southern Flood Control 
District. or any one else who comes before the committee, while the 
committee is in the process of considering these projects, can say 
whatever they may wish to say. We should have the record clear if 
the project is authorized that it does provide for certain non-Federal 
costs, and that they will be met, and that this reservation of protest 
does not extend beyond what is agreed upon at the time of authoriza- 
tion. 

General Casstpy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. I presume that the Corps of Engineers’ position is 
that they favored the project on the basis of local participation sug- 
gested by the witness, and if the committee decides to authorize it on 

44845—60—pt. 3-9 
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some other basis, they would be governed accordingly, but they have 
made it clear that their reservation is upon the basis of that. 

General Cassipy. We will be governed by the law as established 
by the Congress. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


PaLtM BeacH Harzor, FLa, 
(H. Doe. 283, 86th Cong.) 


Locomotion.—Palm Beach Harbor is on the Atlantic coast 47 miles north of 
Port Everglades and 71 miles north of Miami. Nearby communities are Palm 
Beach Shores and Palm Beach on the barrier, and Riviera Beach and West Palm 
Beach on the mainland. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions of Senate Public Works Committee adopted 
May 27, 1952, and House Public Works Committee adopted June 7, 1952. 

Existing project.—The existing Federal project for Palm Beach Harbor pro- 
vides for maintaining, deepening, and enlarging improvements by local interests 
consisting of a channel 25 feet deep by 300 feet wide over the ocean bar, thence 
200 feet across Lake Worth, widening to form a turning basin of the same 
depth at the terminal facilities of the port of Palm Beach; for removing the 
obstructive point on the south side of the inlet; for revetting the banks of the 
inlet ; and for restoring the existing jetties. This project was completed in July 
1950. 

Navigation problem.—Difficulties arise from the narrowness of the channel, 
Insufficient depth causes delays for favorable tides and need for light loading. 
Greater depth is needed for deep-draft vessels to permit transportation savings. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for modification of the existing 
project consisting of an entrance channel 35 feet deep, 400 feet wide, and 0.8 
mile long and an inner channel 33 feet deep, 300 feet wide, and 0.3 mile long, thence 
flaring into an enlarged turning basin, 33 feet deep, 1,400 feet north-south along 
the side next to the berthing area by a minimum of 1,210 feet east-west. Dis- 
posal of spoil shall be done so as to facilitate beach erosion control without 
increasing Federal cost. 


Estimated cost (price level July 1958) 

















PSs ni ena maecwct ane URR eee nee eae welnansnne $4, 980, 000 
RT inh a sd gaia bani in aka aap mpc came ee ein ote 504, 000 
ND ck ee eae oe gate Ot eee oe ere te ee) 5, 484, 000 
Project economics 
Federal Non-Federal Total 
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Annual charges: | 
ted a ae ee. $182, 700 $18, 000 $200, 700 
En ich h nae ie nebin ak ter eedemuk acon enh 0 0 0 
Maintenance of navigational aids_-__-___... Like at abu 300 0 300 
ES tocudabnetintbhiccdusdasdacs herds eascdasseneaun 183, 000 18,000 201,000 
Annual benefits: eee mee Eee tee ee be 

Transportation savings on movement of petroleum prod- 

ucts and dry cargo (lumber, steel, cement, and other) ___- “ 206, 900 
Reduction in vessel damage--._-...-...--.-...-...- 5 Bubhiewtiahewtas male atl 50, 000 
edad he tet hae wise she ge. tpkle <tqdudlinn beanies 23, 700 
eRIIIIING <5 oc ct nea eaeactncnoes Se ad apeneTieeckcugek ae 1, 800 
Subtotal. __-_- se gs bis a an sl ese abs lpi a-ak se ae se ae tae ic 282, 400 
Less: Increase in tidal flood damage - _- oe <eualbaanedenacsians 6, 100 
HE ccoubnugiunnwkepinaand eee ii ditty beteddies soaabeaeabee eatin eee woennssnees| Rin 276, 300 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 

Local cooperation.—Local interests shall agree to (a) contribute in cash 8.9 
percent of the cost of construction, presently estimated at $486,000 to be paid 
either in a lump sum prior to construction or in installments prior to pertinent 
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work items; (b) provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas and dikes; (c) hold and save, including loss from any increase 
in storm tide damages; (d) provide and maintain adequate terminal facilities ; 
(e) provide or arrange, prior to construction, for the operation of additional 
tank-storage capacity, adequate for the receipt of the full cargo of a seagoing 
tanker, by others than the present single receiver of tanker deliveries; (f) 
dredge and maintain slip 2 to a depth comformable to that of the turning basin ; 
(g) accomplish alterations to utility facilities including the sand-transfer pipe- 
line across the entrance channel; and (h) provide an access easement to the 
south jetty and revetment. Local interests have stated that they are able and 
willing to furnish the required local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
State of Florida : Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 

Colonel Smrru. The next is Palm Beach Harbor, in Florida, which 
is submitted in response to a resolution of the Senate Public Works 
Committee and of the House Public Works Committee adopted in 
1952. 

The entrance of Palm Beach Harbor is now 25 feet deep and 300 
feet wide over the ocean bar, then 200 feet wide across Lake Worth, 
widening to form a turning basin at the port of Palm Beach. 

The intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to Miami crosses 
through the harbor with a channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide. 
Enlargement of this waterway to 12 feet is authorized. 

Senator Kerr. Enlargement of the intracoastal ? 

Colonel Smirn. Of the Intracoastal Waterway. 

Senator Kerr. That is authorized now ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. And that is a project aside from the one that you 
are discussing ? 

Colonel Smiri. It is a connecting waterway to the one I am 
discussing. 

Senator Kerr. It is a connecting waterway, but you are just mak- 
ing this statement, so that we will have that additional information in 
view of the fact that it is in no way dependent upon our action on 
this project ? 

( heel Smirn. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smirru. The commerce in Palm Beach Harbor increased 
from 439,000 tons in 1948 to 1,032,000 tons in 1957, including about 
30 percent petroleum. 

Senator Kerr. What is that? 

Colonel Syirx. Including 30 percent of petroleum. 

Senator Kerr. What was the statement that you made back there 
before that ? 

Colonel Smrrn. The commerce in the harbor has increased to 
1,032,000 tons, including about 30 percent petroleum. 

Senator Kerr. Of the total tonnage ? 

Colonel Smiru. Of the total tonnage. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smrru. Navigational difficulties arise from the narrowness 
of the channel and insufficient depth which causes delays and dis- 
courages deep-draft vessels from entering the harbor. 

The local interests want the channel widened to 400 feet at the sea- 
ward end, tapering off to 300 feet and to an enlarged turning basin, 
all at a depth of 35 feet. ' 
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Although the inlet interferes with the natural movement of sand, 
this has been partially offset by local interests due to recent construc- 
tion of a fixed sand bypassing plant. 

Senator Kerr. By the construction of a what? 

Colonel Smiru. R fixed sand bypassing plant. 

Senator Kerr. What is a “sand bypassing plant?” 

Colonel Smiru. It amounts to a dredge that is built on the shore 
that continuously pumps sand from the north side of this inlet to the 
south side. 

Senator Kerr. The south side of the inlet is south of that green 
line, is it not? 

Colonel Smrru. The bypassing plant is just to the north of the 
green line. 

Senator Kerr. It comes down toward the south ? 

Colonel Smrru. It pumps sand under the channel to the south 
shore. 

Senator Kerr. Is that carried by a conduit, a pipe, or what? 

Colonel Smrru. A pipe. 

Senator Kerr. What kind of a pipe? 

Colonel Smiru. It is a steel pipe that goes under the channel. 

Senator Kerr, Of what diameter? 

Colonel Smiru. It is probably about 18 inches. 

General Cassidy. It is probably about 18 to 24 inches. 

Senator Kerr. And they have a double action pump, one lifting 
the sand and the other propelling it through that pipe which carries 
the sand under that channel ? 

General Cassipy. The sand is being dredged along the shore where 
there is water. The plant works like a dredge, picking up sand and 
water and pumping them through the pipe. 

Senator Kerr. How is it handled at the southern end ? 

General Cassipy. It is dumped in a pile on a discharge area of the 
lower beach, back to here, and natural currents will continue to dis- 
tribute it along the beach. 

Senator Kerr. I thought that you said that it is carrying the sand 
which nature continues to bring north ? 

General Casstpy. No, sir. It is directly south of here. The sand 
is piling up above. 

Senator Kerr. It is piling up there on account of the fact that it 
is retarded by this operation ? 

General Cassipy. By this existing north jetty, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the local interests take care of that situation 
by bypassing this channel with a pipe under the channel and letting 
that sand go on down there, then nature takes care of its distribution 
from there on ? 

General Cassipy. That is correct. There is a lack of sand there. 
‘This isa common beach erosion problem. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smirn. The report recommends enlarging the entrance 
channel to a depth of 35 feet, and a width of 400 feet, merging with 
an inner channel 33 feet deep, 300 feet. wide and then flaring into a 
turning basin, 33 feet deep, 1,400 feet long and 1,210 feet wide. 

The local interests are required to contribute in cash 8.9 percent 
of the cost of construction due to local benefits from the salvage 
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value of the dredged spoil. A contribution which is presently esti- 
mated at $486,000. 

Senator Krrr. You mean the salvage value of the dredged spoil? 

Colonel Smirxu. The dredged material that we dredge from the 
channel, the local interests will sell and make money out of it. 

Senator Case. What is this, gravel, fertilizer, or what? 

Senator Kerr. It is filling material, is it not 

Colonel Smiru. Mostly sand, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What do they sell it for? 

Colonel Smirn. For fill. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought. 

Colonel Smirn. They must also, comply with the usual terms of 
local cooperation, that is, hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to any increase in storm tides. 

Senator Casr. Will you state for the record the special significance 
of your reference to petroleum as being responsible for one third of 
the tonnage in relation to the proposal to increase the depth of the 
channel from 25 feet to 35 feet and a 33-foot turn-around basin ¢ 

Colonel Smrru. It is because the benefits from the deepening of this 
channel go almost entirely to tankers coming into the harbor. 

Senator Case. What is the draft of a seagoing tanker ? 

Colonel Smiru. A C-2 tanker takes about 31 feet, or rather has 
a 31-foot draft which it means that it takes a depth of about 35 feet 
of water. 

Senator Casr. I am trying to get this information for the record. 
What you are implying is that since petroleum is responsible for one- 
third of the tonnage now—it is deep enough so that a seagoing 
tanker can be accommodated—if it is deepened the channel benefits 
will be correspondingly intensified / 

Colonel Smirx. I wanted to point out that there is sufficient petro- 
leum traffic to anticipate a significant amount of benefit with the 
deeper channel. 

Senator Casr. Yes. The point that I was trying to get into the 
record was that you can handle seagoing tankers—you will merely 
not accommodate only the normal, if you can take them, that. is, 
petroleum traffic, but you will make a bid for longer hauls, without 
using lighters or having to unload. 

Colonel Smrru. The present tankers coming in there are only par- 
tially loaded. They will be able to load to full draft, and they will 
be able to bring in larger tankers. The total estimated cost for the 
project is $5,484,000, of which the Federal share is $4,980,000. The 
annual maintenance cost in the harbor will not increase. The benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 

The State and Federal agencies favor construction of the project, 
and the Bureau of the Budget. has no objection to the submission of 
this report to the Congress. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


Bitoxt Hargor, Miss. 
(H. Doc., 271, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Biloxi Harbor, Miss., is on Mississippi Sound, an arm of the Gulf 
of Mexico, about 45 miles west of Mobile Bay, Ala. The city is on a peninsula 
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bounded by Mississippi Sound on the south, Biloxi Bay on the east, and Back 
Bay of Biloxi on the north. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions of Senate and House Public Works Com- 
mittees adopted March 31, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectfully. 

Hevisting project—Among other features, the project provides for a channel 
west of Deer Island, 10 feet deep and 150 feet wide from that depth in Missis- 
sippi Sound to the south waterfront of Biloxi, thence north of Deer Island and 
around the eastern end of the peninsula to deep water in Back Bay of Biloxi 
and an entrance channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide through Cranes Neck 
into Bayou Bernard. The channel into Biloxi from Mississippi Sound affords 
connection with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide, 
which traverses the sound. 

Navigation problem.—The channel through Cranes Neck is crooked and of 
insufficient depth to permit full loading of petroleum barges. The boat-building 
industries located on Back Bay and on Bayou Bernard need increased channel 
depths to float the new vessels when completely outfitted. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing project for 
Biloxi Harbor, Miss., to provide for a continuous channel about 23 miles long 
from Mississippi Sound, generally along the alinement of the existing dredged 
and natural channels, 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide from Mississippi Sound 
to the 12-foot depth in Back Bay, thence 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide in Back 
Bay, Cranes Neck, and Bayou Bernard to the Air Force oil terminal, about mile 
2.6; and widening or easing of sharp bends. 


Fistimated cost (price level April 1958) 


Federal_______ setae Se LOreuS Se AS ee ee es Ae ae $326, 000 
PUN tc wisi Siu cn eins ecapik  a ko Ete ee ke et 0 
PIII ier a Sacks aces ci uncles sot a eee clicmchdon adie quent aaa eae ered 326, 000 


Project economics 
Annual charges: 


TiN: RINT WN i a $12, 000 
IN ORS Ce a oe a cesta ape ecieee 23, 000 
wariconatics Of TAVigetION M108... 55.05 o 800 

FOO 6 it aris atic ea a ai i a an te a a 35, 800 

Annual benefits : 

PENS CONTIN BARN ooo as ashanti inn chen aiemecem 39, 900 
POE INUUNEY WEVENOE. | 6 oi ote sh oe ccmnneec soon se 3, 600 

SOUR acttiitiniittr cee Sh eee ee ee eee eae eee 43, 500 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.22. 

Local cooperation.—Requires that local interests agree to (a) furnish without 
eost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas for initial work and susequent maintenance, when and as re- 
quired; and (b) hold and save the United States free from damages, including 
damages to oyster beds, due to construction and maintenance of the project. 
Local interests have indicated their ability and willingness to furnish 
cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: No objection. 
State of Mississippi: Favors construction. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Smiru. Next is Biloxi Harbor, Miss. 

The report concerns a modification of an existing navigation project 
for Biloxi Harbor. The report. was submitted to Congress the 16th 
of September 1959, in response to resolutions by the Senate and House 
Public Works Committees, adopted in 1956. 

The existing project provides for a channel 10 feet deep and 150 
feet. wide to the south waterfront of Biloxi, thence northeasterly 
around the peninsula to deep water in Back Bay of Biloxi and an en- 
trance channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide through Cranes Neck 
into Bayou Bernard. 
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The channel into Biloxi from Mississippi Sound affords connection 
with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, which is 12 feet deep and 150 
feet, wide. 

Senator Kerr. What is that—is that the black line farther south? 

Colonel Smrru. That is it. The'local interests desire deepening of 
the principal channels and easing of the bends. 

Senator Kerr. The easing of the bends ¢ 

Colonel Smirn. Of the bends in the channel. They also desire that 
consideration be given to relocating the main channel to a position 

east of Deer Island and deepening Cranes Neck Channel. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean what you are now talking about is not 
shown on the map? 

Colonel Smirn. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Solonel Smiru. That is, the point to where they want the channel 
relocated where he has the pointer, but. it is not jaw on there, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You do not recommend that ? 

Colonel Smrru. No., sir; we do not. We do not find that it is 
economically justified. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that the existing projects be 
modified to provide for a main channel 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide 
from Mississippi Sound to the Back Bay of Biloxi, generally along 
the alinement of the existing dredged and natural channels, and a 
channel 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide to Back Bay, and Cranes 
Neck, and up Bernard Bayou to mile 2.6. Local interests are re- 
quired to furnish the usual terms of local cooperation. 

The total construction cost of the project, all Federal, is $326,000. 
The benefits-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1. The Department of the Interior 
has no objection to the project. The State of Mississippi favors its 
construction. The Bureau of the Budget has no objection. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


LitrLteE SANpY River AND TyGArRts CREEK, Ky. 


Location.—Little Sandy River and Tygarts Creek are adjacent and roughly 
parallel streams in northeastern Kentucky. Little Sandy River rises about 6 
miles southeast of Sandy Hook, Ky., and flows generally northeast 84 miles 
along a tortuous course to its confluence with the Ohio River at Greenup, Ky., 
336.4 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa. Tygarts Creek heads about 8 miles west of 
Olive Hill, Ky., and flows generally northeast through hilly terrain for 90 miles 
to its confluence with the Ohio River, at Fullerton, Ky., about 17 miles below the 
mouth of Little Sandy River. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions of the Committee on Public Works of the 
U.S. Senate, adopted March 4, 1950, and July 22, 1950, respectively, and resolu- 
tion of the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
adopted June 27, 1950 

Existing project.—The only Federal flood control improvement in either basin 
isa channel improvement project at Olive Hill, Ky., on Tygarts Creek, completed 
in November 1959. Local water resource developments consist of several small 
reservoirs in the two basins for municipal and industrial water supply and 
recreation. 

Flood problem.—The Little Sandy River and Tygarts Creek Basins are subject 
to destructive floods principally from severe summer-type storms but also from 
basinwide winter rains and from Ohio River backwater in the lower reaches. 
The topography of the basins is conducive to rapid concentration of runoff and 
short duration of flooding. The maximum flood of record on the Little Sandy 
River near Grayson, which occurred in September 1950, had a discharge of 
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24,500 cubic feet per second. The maximum flood on Tygarts Creek, in April 
1948, had a discharge of 12,800 cubic feet per second near Greenup, Ky. The 
largest headwater flood on Tygarts Creek occurred in August 1934, with an 
estimated discharge of 15,000 cubic feet per second at Olive Hill. The most 
extensive areas flooded are below Grayson on the main stem of Little Sandy 
River ; below mile 82 on East Fork; below mile 12 on Little Fork; and below Iron 
Hill on Tygarts Creek. About 12,020 acres of cultivated land and pasture are 
flooded in these reaches by headwater floods of which 6,300 acres are along the 
main stem of Little Sandy River; 1,090 acres along East Fork; 1,330 acres along 
Little Fork; and 3,300 acres along Tygarts Creek. Backwater from Ohio River 
floods inundates an additional 4,000 acres. The principal urban area flooded is 
Olive Hill on Tygarts Creek but a suburban area of Grayson and other small 
communities on Little Sandy River and its tributaries are also affected. Flows 
from Little Sandy River and Tygarts Creek augment damages along the Ohio 
River. The major flood problem in both basins is frequent flooding of agricul- 
turallands. Damaging floods during the crop season occur nearly every year. The 
estimated average annual damages in the principal areas which would be pro- 
tected by projects considered in this report are $132,500 on Little Sandy River 
below Grayson damsite; $36,200 on Little Fork below mile 15; $24,400 on East 
Fork below mile 15; and $92,000 on Tygarts Creek below Kehoe damsite. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of Grayson 
Dam located on Little Sandy River, 48.5 miles above its mouth. It would be 
about 130 feet high, with a reservoir having a total capacity of 144,000 acre-feet. 
It would control 231 square miles of drainage area. 

Estimated cost (price level, April 1958) .—Federal, $11,900,000. 


Project economics 





Annual charges: Federal 
Enterest and amortisation. os ea mncconcnn Seek pe eee $477, 000 
PeTatiIONn: ADE INGIAINNCR oe nk we tc ch eagles ane ceuceee 30,000 

FT aioe gs eh naga ly oa aie nan Dia ip pli acl Scala a 477, 000 

Annual benefits : 

RO CORO; TIT DUN A ik ae ok ie eeeweiddenend 141, 500 
RO CODING AIAG tek WE sisson snes nib iattig ebb 352, 000 
NN ae 56, 000 
PIE ICRI Oia oi ee hae ee eas ees 47, 500 

EN rans dee ee i ee eee ee ed 597, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.25. 

Local cooperation.—None required. 

Colonel Giesen. The first project this morning I have concerns 
Little Sandy River, Ky. The report is authorized by this committee 
and the House Public Works Committee. 

The Little Sandy River is a tributary of the Ohio River from the 
south, joining the Ohio River at Greenup, Ky. It flows generally 
through hilly and mountainous terrain, having a total drainage area 
of 721 square miles. 

The main flood problem is that an average of one headwater flood 
has occurred in each cropping season on the Little Sandy for the 
past 15 years. 

The most expensive area flooded is below the town of Grayson, and 
consists of about 6,300 acres. 

Senator Kerr. Just a minute, where is that ? 

Colonel Girsen. It is north of Grayson, below on the river, north of 
Grayson. It consists of about 6,300 acres of cultivated land and 
pastureland and in addition the suburban area of Grayson and other 
small communities along the river which are affected. The maximum 
flood of record occurred in September of 1950. 
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The Chief of Engineers recommends improvement of the Little 
Sandy River by construction of the Grayson Dam and Reservoir. 
That is the large green area on the map. 

The project would consist of a rockfill dam upstream from the 
town of Greenup, Ky. 

The estimated first cost of the construction is $11,900,000, all 
Federal. 

The total annual charges are $477,000, and the annual average 
benefits are $597,000, for a benefit-cost ratio of 1.25. 

The views of the State and Federal agencies and the Bureau of 
the Budget have not yet been received. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


Great LAKES Harpor, INTERIM Report ON RoOcHESTER Harpor, N.Y. 


Location.—At the mouth of Genesee River on the south shore of Lake Ontario, 
about 56 miles west of Oswego, N.Y. 

Report authorized by.—Similar resolutions adopted by the Senate and House 
Public Works Committees on May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively, and 
resolution by the House Public Works Committee adopted June 29, 1955 

Existing project——Provides for parallel piers 450 feet apart at the river 
mouth; a channel 20 feet deep and 300 to 150 feet wide from the lake to a limit 
200 feet upstream of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad coal dock; and a turning 
basin 20 feet deep and 600 feet wide opposite the port authority terminal at 
the inner end of the piers. 

Navigation problem.—Most of the difficulties attending navigation at Roch- 
ester are attributable to the narrow channel widths, insufficient depth, and 
lack of a turning basin at the upper end of the navigation project where the 
greatest amount of commerce is handled. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a depth of 24 feet in the 
channel from the lake to the west pier; a depth of 23 feet between the piers 
and in the lower river to the New York Central Railroad bridge, including the 
existing turning basin; a depth of 21 feet from the bridge to the upstream proj- 
ect limit, with suitable widening at the bends; and an upstream turning basin 
21 feet deep and 650 feet wide, adjacent to the improved channel, with two 
mooring dolphins. 


Estimated cost (price level of June 1959) 


MOND in i nyc an hn alc ok cl cp psc pa 2, 445, 000 
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Project economics 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance, when 
and as required; (0) hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
the construction and maintenance of the improvements; (c) accomplish with- 
out cost to the United States, when and as required, all necessary alterations to 
existing structures and utility facilities; (@) strengthen the east abutment of 
the New York Central Railroad bridge; (¢) when and where necessary, provide 
and maintain depths between the channel limits and terminal facilities com- 
mensurate with related project depths; and (f) provide adequate coal loading 
and other terminal facilities as needed to serve the prospective commerce. 
They have indicated willingness to cooperate in the desired improvements. 

Colonel Girsen. The next project concerns Rochester Harbor, N.Y. 
This is an interim report as a part of the comprehensive Great Lakes 
Harbor report. 

The harbor of Rochester is located at the mouth of the Genesee 
River on the south shore of Lake Ontario. 

The existing project provides for parallel piers 450 feet apart at 
the river mouth, and a channel 20 feet deep, varying from 300 feet to 
150 feet wide, extending upriver to a point 200 feet upstream of the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad coal dock. That is at the bottom of the 
er It, also, includes a turning basin 20 feet deep and 600 feet 
wide opposite the port authority terminal at the inner end of the 
piers. 

The annual commerce in Rochester Harbor for the years 1949 
through 1958 averaged 751,000 tons, consisting of coal, cement, news- 
print, and general cargo. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to a depth of 24 feet in the channel from the lake to the west 
pier; a depth of 23 feet between the piers and proceeding up- 
stream to the New York Central Railroad bridge; a depth of 21 
feet from the bridge to the upstream project limit, including a turn- 
ing basin 21 feet deep and 650 feet wide adjacent to the improved 
channel, and some mooring dolphins to facilitate turning the ships. 

The local interests are required to furnish the normal] items of local 
cooperation for a navigation project; and in addition, they will be 
required to strengthen the east abutment of the New York Central 
Railroad bridge and also to provide an adequate coal-loading facility 
and other terminal facilities as needed to serve prospective commerce. 
They have indicated their willingness to do that. 

The total estimated first cost of the construction is $2,745,300, of 
which $2,445,000 is Federal and $300,300 is non-Federal. 

In addition, the coal-loading facility which they will provide en- 
tirely at local cost will be about $1,700,000. The total annual charges 
are $146,900 and the annual benefits are $374,000, based upon 1959 
prices, and give a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.5 to 1. 

Senator Kerr. Does the coal consist of incoming or outgoing coal 
that is handled? Is it shipped in or shipped out ? 

Colonel Gresen. It is shipped out. 

Senator Kerr. It is shipped out as it is received, all right. 

Senator Case. The benefit-cost ratio as indicated is very good, 2.5, 
but the memorandum supplied to the committee does not give the 
comments of the Bureau of the Budget. Are you in a position at this 
time to say what the Bureau of the Budget’s position is? 


Se RT 





an 
ag 


o— it et © S 


— = 





lands, 
,» When 
due to 
1 with- 
ions to 
lent of 
rovide 
s com- 
oading 
merce, 
is. 
N.Y. 
Lakes 


nesee 


rt at 
eet to 
f the 
f the 
) feet 
f the 


1949 
1eWs- 


sting 
west 
; Up- 
f 21 
burn- 
‘oved 
ips. 

local 
ll be 
ntral 
‘ility 
erce. 


0, of 
» en- 
rges 
1959 


coal 


2.5, 
the 
this 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 313 


Colonel Giesen. No, sir; this report has just gone to the State 
and Federal agencies and we do not have the comments of the Federal 
agencies or the Bureau of the Budget at this time. 

That concludes my report on this. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(Justification follows :) 


LOYALHANNA CREEK, LATROBE, PA. 
(H.Doc. 383, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Loyalhanna Creek rises in Westmoreland County, near Stahlstown, 
Pa., and flows in a northerly direction for about 49 miles, through Latrobe to 
Saltsburg, where it joins with the Conemaugh River to form the Kiskiminetas 
River, a tributary of the Allegheny River. Latrobe is located in Westmoreland 
County and is situated on both banks of Loyalhanna Creek near the head of 
Loyalhanna Reservoir. 

Report authorized by—Resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. House 
of Representatives, adopted July 29, 1955. 

Existing project—Enlargement of Loyalhanna Creek Channel at Latrobe to 
provide for a discharge of 12,000 cubic feet per second, from a point upstream 
of Unity Street downstream to a point 3,200 feet above the lower Ligonier Street 
Bridge, was completed by the Corps of Engineers in 1950 at a cost of $207,659. 
Loyalhanna Dam, completed in 1942 by the Corps of Engineers, is located on 
Loyalhanna Creek about 16 miles downstream from Latrobe. 

Flood problem.—Six floods with discharges in excess of 12,000 cubic feet 
per second have occurred at Latrobe since 1926. The estimated damage to 
property on the 810 acres which would be inundated by a recurrence of October 
1954 flood stages is $1,388,000, based on March 1958 development and values. 
The average annual damages under the sanie conditions is $173,000. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for channel enlargement and 
realinement, with appurtenant works, from the Shaffer Road Bridge upstream 
through Latrobe for about 4.4 miles to the Pennsylvania Railroad bridge above 
Linden Street. 

Estimated cost (price level, March 1958) 


MO UI casera Ln ss nina Dh tae ca eon oedema ee $2, 568, 300 
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Project economics 


| Federal | Non-Federal | Total 
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Annual charges: | | } 
Interest and amortization.___........-.....-._--....- | $94, 500 $7, 400 | $101, 900 


Operation and maintenance 9, 200 | 9, 200 
EES . - eneee — aoe — 
NS i i a ae . 94, 500 16, 600 | 111, 100 
Annual benefits: Prevention of flood damages ...._....__.__- 163,000 |____- | é 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish lands easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-dis- 
posal areas, except for Government-owned land in Loyalhanna Reservoir: hold 
and save the United States free of damages; operate and maintain the works 
after completion ; bear the cost of all alterations or relocations of roadways and 
utilities made necessary by the works; and establish channel limit lines and pre- 
vent encroachment on the channel so delineated. Local interests have stated 
that they are willing to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal ayencies.— 

Department of Interior: States that the proposed improvement would 
have insignificant effects upon fish and wildlife resources. Further states 
that other interests of the Department would not be affected by the proposed 
construction. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania : Recommends construction of the project. 
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Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.——The Bureau of the Budget has no 
objection to submission of the report to Congress. However, the Secretary of 
the Army recommends, and the Budget concurs, that since the non-Federal 
share of the cost recommended by the Chief of Engineers is less than that re- 
quired by S. 2060, authorization of this project be deferred until Congress has 
considered and taken action on 8. 2060. 

Colonel Giesen. The next is a flood-control project, Loyalhanna 
Creek, Latrobe, Pa. 

Favorable report of the Chief of Engineers was submitted to Con- 
gress on April 11, 1950, in response to a resolution of the Public Works 
Committee, adopted July 29, 1955. 

Latrobe is located about 30 miles southeast of Pittsburgh, and is 
situated on both banks of Loyalhanna Creek. 

Large industrial plants occupy extensive areas in the flood plains 
in this vicinity. 

Tn the 1950 census, Latrobe had 11,900 people. 

Loyalhanna Creek flows northerly through the town of Latrobe, 
draining about 218 square miles. 

The area is generally mountainous and rugged; however, in the 
town, the flood plain is relatively flat and the stream is very 
meandering. 

Six damaging floods have occurred in this area since 1926, 

Senator Kerr. Since when? 

Colonel Gresen. Since 1926. The record flood occurred in 1954, 
inundating 310 acres, resulting in damages estimated at $1,388,000. 
That is the area inside that broken line in blue on the map. The dam- 
aged area included 466 residences, 37 commercial, 4 industrial prop- 
erties, as well as churches, schools, and municipal establishments. 

The Chief of Engineers recommendation is for improvement of the 
channel from the Shaffer Road Bridge upstream through Latrobe 
for a distance of about 4.4 miles to the Pennsylvania Railroad Bridge 
above Linden Street. 

The proposed improvement will prevent most of the damages from 
recurrence of the flood of record. However some residual flooding 
will occur. 

The cost of further measures will be in excess of the benefits. 

The local interests will provide the usual items of cooperation, in- 
cluding establishing limits to prevent encroachment on the channel 
and they have indicated a willingness to comply. 

The estimated first cost of this plan is $2,771,400, consisting of 
$2,568,300 for Federal and $203,100 non-Federal cost. 

The annual charges are $111,000. The average annual benefits are 
$163,000, for a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 based upon 1958 price levels. 

The State and Federal agencies favor the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Congress. However, the Secretary of the Army recom- 
mends and the Budget concurs, that since the non-Federal share of 
the cost recommended by the Chief of Engineers is less than that 
required by S. 2060, the authorization of this project be deferred until 
Congress has considered and taken action on S, 2060. 

Senator Kerr. What is the basis of the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineer for the local participation, the non-Federal being 
in the amount of $203,100? 
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Colonel Gresen. That comes from two things, sir. First of all, the 
recommendations are in accord with the past policy in preparing 
these projects, ; 

Secondly, we have a rather unique condition here in that the rights- 
of-way which normally would be at local cost, are already acquired 
for the Loyalhanna Reservoir project. And the right to flood al- 
ready exists in the lower portion of this area. 

The Secretary of the Army would not require the local interests to 
buy the land from the Federal Government when it is in the general 
interest, where he has the authority to provide that, that in itself 
results in a lowering of the non-Federal share in this case. 

Senator Kerr. But I thought that you said that the Secretary of 
the Army recommends that the authorization be deferred until Con- 
gress has taken action on S. 2060? 

Colonel Giesen. I did say that. I wanted to point out that the 
local share in this case was considerably smaller, because that au- 
thority exists. 

Senator Casr. Who provided that right-of-way in the first place; 
who acquired it in the first instance 4 

Colonel Girsen. That was acquired by the Federal Government in 
the course of constructing the Loyalhanna Reservoir. 

Senator Case. Where is that? 

Colonel Girsen. It is located upstream off the map, in other words, 
downstream from the town of Latrobe. 

Senator Kerr. I thought that you just said that this river flowed 
north. 

Colonel Gresen. It does, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then you would have it below and not above. 

Colonel Giesen. The reservoir is located to the north, downstream 
from Latrobe. It provides no protection for Latrobe, but it does 
have backwater in maximum flooding. 

Senator Kerr. And in the acquisition, you acquired this right of 
flooding along the area ? 

Colonel Girsen. Along the lower edge of the stream, right. 

Senator Case. When that reservoir was constructed, was the re- 
quirement as to the local contribution—did the local interests put up 
anything ? 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. There was no requirement for lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way to be provided by the local interests for the Loyal- 
hanna Reservoir project. This is in accordance with the policy es- 
tablished by the Congress for reservoir projects of this nature under 
which policy the Federal Government acquires the lands easements 
and rights-of-way. 

Senator Kerr. This is a local flood protection project that just hap- 
pens to have part of this area coincide with part of the area pre- 
viously involved in the reservoir project. 

Senator Casr. I think that we want to be very clear about this. T 
want to be fair to the local interests. If in the construction of the 
prior project, the local interests had provided the rights-of-way, so 
that they would not be held now in some additional contribution in 
lieu of providing rights-of-way at this time. They should not be 
assessed the costs of that which was acquired. The testimony now 
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indicates that the local interests did not provide the rights-of-way 
in the first instance. 

Colonel Girsen. That is correct, they did not. All of it was pur- 
chased with Federal funds. 

Senator Case. The project submitted does not incorporate a normal 
contribution by the local interests and would not, unless some modifi- 
cation of the project is made in keeping with the suggestions in 
S. 2060? 

Colonel Gresen. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. All right. I believe that concludes that? 

Colonel Gresen. That concludes it. 

Senator Kerr. Very well, proceed. 

(The justification follows :) 


MonTEREY Bay (MONTEREY HARBOR), CALIF. 
(H. Doc. 219, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Monterey Harbor, site of proposed improvement, is adjacent to the 
city of Monterey on the south end of Monterey Bay, about 100 miles south of 
the entrance to San Francisco Bay, 24 miles south of Santa Cruz, and 14 miles 
south of Moss Landing. 

Report authorized by.—Section 6, River and Harbor Act, March 2, 1945. 

Existing project—Breakwater 1,700 feet long including shore connection, 
harbor depth 8 feet in areas adjacent to municipal wharf No. 1, and barrier 
groin 500 feet long. Project 95 percent complete. Barrier groin has not been 
constructed and dredging to project depths has not been completed. 

Navigation problem.—Difficulties attending navigation are due to insufficient 
protected harbor area and to surge. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Extension of existing breakwater by 
1,600 feet and construction of companion breakwater 2,150 feet long. Elimina- 
tion of authorized harbor dredging and barrier groin construction. 


Estimated cost (price level February 1958) 
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Project economics 
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Annual benefits: 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8. 

Local cooperation.—Provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; provide land for public berthing 
facilities; provide public berthing facilities and utilities including a public 
landing; make available to the United States right to obtain, free of royalty 
costs, stone for construction and maintenance of breakwaters; provide or 
arrange for suitable marine repair facilities; maintain entire project except 
breakwaters; contribute in cash 32 percent of cost of construction due to local 
sports fishing and recreational boating benefits, such contribution presently 
estimated at $1,877,000, to be paid either in a lump sum prior to construction, 
or in installments in accordance with work schedules as required by Chief of 
Ongineers. The Council of the City of Monterey has expressed willingness to 
emaply with requirements of local cooperation. 
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Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 

State of California : Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget: No objection. 


Colonel Tarsox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
first report concerns Monterey Bay, Calif. It concerns the modifica- 
tion of the existing project to provide a more useful facility. 

The study was authorized by section 6 of the River and Harbor 
Act of March 2, 1945. It has been published as House Document 219, 
86th Congress, 1st session. 

Monterey Harbor, site of the proposed improvement, is adjacent to 
the city of Monterey on the south end of Monterey Bay, about 100 
miles south of the entrance to San Francisco Bay. It consists of a 
breakwater 1,700 feet long, with a harbor depth 8 feet deep in areas 
adjacent to municipal wharf No. 1, partially completed in 1947, and 
an unconstructed barrier groin. 

The population of Monterey in 1956 was 98,731. The economy de- 
pends mainly on fishing and tourists. 

The area protected by the existing breakwater is too small, and it 
affords no protection against northerly storms and surge. 

The plan of improvement would be to extend the breakwater 600 
feet. and to construct an L-shaped companion breakwater 2,150 feet 
long, with an entrance 400 feet wide. Existing depths are, for the 
most part, approximately 40 feet, and the recommended project would 
eliminate the necessity of the authorized barrier groin, and approxi- 
mately $10,000 annual dredging would be eliminated. 

Local interests would be required to contribute in cash 32 percent 
of the cost of construction, due to local sport fishing and recreational 
and boating facilities. Such contribution presently is estimated at 
$1,877,000. They would also be required to provide necessary berth- 
ing facilities and utilities, including a public landing with suitable 
supply facilities and utilities, open to all on equal terms; and to make 
available to the United States the right to obtain, free of royalty costs, 
stone for construction and maintenance of breakwaters, and to pro- 
vide or arrange for suitable marine repair facilities; all of these in 
addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation. 

Th Council of the City of Monterey passed a resolution embodying 
the requirements of local cooperation on April 1, 1958. 

The recommended plan will provide a safe harbor for a minimum 
of 800 vessels and is considered adequate for foreseeable future com- 
mercial fishing and recreational needs. Upwards of 240 commercial 
craft, and up to 100 transients, plus about 85 sport fishing boats, and 
230 trailer boats now use the harbor. 

The total estimated first cost of the plan is $5,956,000, of which 
$1,967,000 is non-Federal. Annual charges are estimated at $260,000, 
and annual benefits at $469,000, for a benefit-cost ratio of 1.8. 

The State of California has reported favorably on the project, as 
has the Department of the Interior and the Department of Commerce. 
The Bureau of the Budget. has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress at this time. 

Senator Case. The memorandum submitted to the committee says 
that the local contribution is $1,877,000, and that is to be paid either 
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in a lump sum prior to the construction, or in installments in accord- 
ance with the work schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers. 

Colonel Tarnox. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Which will it be? 

Colonel Tarnox. I do not know. 

Senator Casr. Will it be a lump sum or in installments? 

Colonel Tarnox. That will be up to the city, sir. It is up to them to 
decide which they would like. 

Senator Casg. I have a notion that they would like to save the in- 
terest. on their money. 

Colonel Tarrox. In some cases the local interests do. I do not know 
what they will decide in this case. They have passed a resolution 
saying that they will comply with the requirements. 

Senator Case. How will the Government be secure in the full pay- 
ment, in the event that they elect to pay it in installments? 

Colonel Tarsox. The Government will get an agreement signed 
by the appropriate local authorities, sir, agreeing to pay it, to pay us, 
in installments with interest. An agreement has to be obtained prior 
to the construction being initiated, sir. 

Senator Case. I think that where the presentation in the case is an 
option, it ought to be understood that it is an option, or it ought to 
be stated that the E ingineers are going to take one position or the 
other positively. With an amount involving almost $2 million, if you 
do not have to put it up all at one time—if you pay it in installments, 
you might save considerably in interest charges. 

Colonel Tarsox. The report does provide the option. The recom- 
mendation of the Chief of Engineers does provide that option. 

Senator Kerr. The option is to the city and not to the Chief of 
Engineers? 

Colonel Tarsox. That, is right. 

Senator Kerr. The Chief is giving the city that option ? 

Colonel Tarsox. That is right. 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. The purpose of the option is that it depends upon 
the appropriation that we receive for this particular construction. 
For example, if the appropriation is extended and we only get a 
small amount of money each year, then we feel that in that case the 
Government would be using their money and the local interests would 
be forced to pay interest on that money. So it is a phasing of this 
construction on the basis of appropriations with the local interests 
which we consider equitable, and we permit them to have the option, 
depending upon the actual appropriation history as it will occur in 
the future, which we cannot foretell at this time. 

Senator Casr. I have no objection to that. I think if the work is 
done in installments, you get your funds on an installment basis, and 
if you receive satisfactory assurances that the local unit has both the 
ability and the responsibility of providing the funds as they are 
needed, there is no objection to that. 

But I think that it ought to be stated who has the option, and, also, 
it ought to be clear if they have the option that you have a firm com- 
mitment and a responsible commitment to meet the requirements, 

Colonel Tarsox. The report does so indicate. 

Senator Case. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 
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Noyo River AND Harpor, CALIF. 
(H. Doe. 289, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Noyo River and Harbor is located in Mendocino County on the 
California coast approximately 140 miles north of San Francisco and 87 miles 
south of Humboldt Bay. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works adopted 
April 24, 1953, and House of Representatives Committee on Public Works 
adopted June 24, 1953. 

Evisting project—Existing Federal project provides jetties at river mouth, 
an entrance channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide, and a river channel 10 feet 
deep and 150 feet wide for a distance of about 0.6 mile from the mouth. An 
authorized breakwater extending 1,100 feet from south headland has not been 
constructed. The authorized extension of 10-foot deep, 150-foot wide channel 
0.5 mile upstream has been deferred at request of local interests. 

Navigation problem.—The difficulties attending navigation are poor entrance 
conditions, congestion within the river channel, hazardous conditions during 
flood stages, and shoaling. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Delete authorized 0.5 mile channel ex- 
tension and in lieu thereof, provide mooring basin of 8.5 acres, 10 feet deep, on 
south bank of Noyo River, and river channel 10 feet deep, 150 feet wide, extend- 
ing 400 feet from upstream limit of present channel to mooring basin. 





Estimated cost (price level March 1958) 


CN ci ei chs gh an nl lc ca hace tn atom a lol eae apaaa Da Gece Som ES $370, 000 
Non-Federal a ee ee ee ee <= vv, 000 
TNR Riss cs asus insas chs ccc cca oy op teats waa nn phat sinteas alma meena 425, 000 


Project economies 














Federal Non-Federal Total 
Sie cies gucaaeeaatella cama at eee rte 
Annual charges: 
Taterest amd amnortination...... ...naccccnccccesccecoccescees $13, 500 | $1, 940 $15, 440 
PIII «5 ois cnc dccyccenttenssaredeedccoss aeneeeae 3, 000 | 0 3, 000 
IE cititiasikdshnisknbhnintinibiniinnsciohnins nheeteg boamnanhind 16, 500 1, 940 18, 440 


Annual benefits: 
Increased fish catch 
Production savings 
Elimination of boat damage 
Party boat fishing --............. ahaa 
GE RIN os oc ddenddsdgsacthecuduadewieddowos 
Rey CIDUEIIIND. os coniccncnannuesescacastuanvavamannecan 








Benefit-cost ratio.—2.7. 

Local cooperation.—Provide lands, easements and rights-of-way ; hold and save 
the United States free from damages; provide bulkheads, levees, revetments, 
relocations necessary for construction of the basin and retention of spoil, or in 
lieu thereof contribute in cash the cost of these features presently estimated at 
$143,000; provide public landing, utilities, and berth facilities open to all on equal 
terms; acquire lands for basin and its utilization; maintain and operate basin 
and connecting channel between basin and river channel. Local interests have 
indicated willingness to cooperate and accept responsibility of maintenance of en- 
tire mooring basin. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
State of California: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 

to Congress. 


44845—60—pt. 3——_10 
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[S. 2881, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the improvement of Noyo River and Harbor, California, in the interest 
of navigation, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the modification of the existing project 
for the Noya River and Harbor, California, recommended in the report of the 
Chief of Engineers published as House Document Numbered 289, Eighty-sixth 
Congress, is authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers substantially in 
accordance with the plan recommended in such report and subject to the condi- 
tions set forth therein at an estimated cost of $370,000. 
Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated. such amounts as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 





IXXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.8. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 22, 1960, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 2881, a bill authorizing 
the improvement of Noyo River and Harbor, Calif., in the interest of navigation, 
and for other purposes. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize construction of the improvement recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his report on Noyo River and Harbor 
contained in House Document No. 289, 86th Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of 
S. 2881. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP 8S. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D.C., March 24, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2881, 86th Congress, a bill authoriz- 
ing the improvement of Noyo River and Harbor, Calif., in the interest of naviga- 
tion, ond for other purposes. 

This bill would authorize modification of the existing project for Noyo River 
and Harbor, Calif., to delete the 0.5 mile channel extension now authorized, 
and in lieu thereof, to provide for a mooring basis of about 8.5 acres, with a 
depth of 10 feet, on the south bank of Noyo River, and the required river 
channel, 150 feet wide, 10 feet deep, and approximately 400 feet long from the 
upstream limit of the presently maintained channel to the mooring basin; all 
generally in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers published as 
House Document No. 289, 86th Congress, and subject to the conditions set forth 
therein. The Chief of Engineers, in that report recommends that local interests, 
among other things, provide without cost to the United States bulkheads, levees, 
revetments, and required relocations, necessary for construction of the basin 
and retention of dredge spoils, or in lieu thereof contribute in cash the cost of 
these features, estimated on March 1958 price levels at $143,000, and subse 
quently maintain these works. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

The estimated cost to the United States is $370,000 for construction and 
$3,000 annually for maintenance of the 400 feet of river channel. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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Colonel Tarsox. The next project is Noyo River and Harbor, Calif. 

This project is a modification of an existing project to more ade- 
quately care for the needs of the area. The study was authorized by 
resolutions of the Senate and House Committees on Public Works 
adopted April 24, and June 24, 1953, respectively. The report was 
forwarded to Congress on December 10, 1959, and will be published 
as House Document No. 289, 86th Congress, 2d session. 

Noyo River and Harbor are located in Mendocino County on the 


| California coast approximately 140 miles north of San Francisco and 


87 miles south of Humboldt Bay. The authorized project provides 
for jetties and a breakwater with a channel 10 feet deep. The jetties 
have been completed. The channel has been dredged on half way. 
The breakwater has not yet been constructed. 

All commercial enterprise of the port relates to fishing. 

Noyo River is the only improvement between Bodego and Hum- 
boldt Bays. 

Senator Kerr. This is north of San Francisco? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes. Serious congestion exists in the river as it 
is presently constructed. Local interests desire a mooring basin in 
lieu of the presently authorized channel extension. 

We have found that a mooring basin 8.5 acres in extent, with a 
depth of 10 feet, will assist in solving the problem. 

Senator Kerr. That is below there? 

Colonel Tarsox. That is the proposed mooring basin of 8.5 acres, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. Of what depth? 

Colonel Tarsox. The depth is 10 feet. The mooring basin can be 
substituted for the authorized channel extension and will cost less than 
the channel extension. The Chief of Engineers, therefore, recom- 
mends deletion of the authorized one-half mile channel extension and 
providing in lieu thereof a mooring basin 8.5 acres in extent and 10 
feet deep on the south bank of the Noyo River. 

Senator Kerr. The proposed extension of the channel is for moor- 
ing purposes and not for cargo purposes to go farther upstream? 

Colonel Tarsox. It is for both—it is a development for both. 

Senator Kerr. And is it usable now as a navigable channel ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Only during floodwater, sir, and by very shallow 
draft vessels. 

Senator Kerr. And your recommendation is to drop that part of 
a authorization and substitute this for it? 

olonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Tarsox. We further recommend a short extension to the 
channel 400 feet long, 150 feet wide, and 10 feet deep be authorized 
to permit joining the present channel to the mooring basin. 

.ocal interests would be required to provide a public landing, utili- 
ties and berth facilities open to all on equal terms, and to acquire the 
land for the mooring basin, in addition to the usual provisions of local 
cooperation. The Board of Commissioners of the Noyo Harbor Dis- 
trict have indicated their willingness to cooperate and to accept re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of this project. 
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The provision of a mooring basin will reduce damage now incurred} 


as a result of the congestion. It will result in increased fish landings 


and production savings, and increased sport fishing and recreational} 


boating. 


The estimated first cost of the plan would be $425,000, of which f 


$370,000 is Federal and $55,000 is local. The cash equivalent of facili- 
ties to be provided by local interests is presently estimated at $143,000, 


Annual charges are $18,440 and benefits $50,450, for a benefit-cost 


ratio of 2.7 to 1. 
The State of California favors the project. 
The Department of Interior has no objection to it. 


The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of ) 


this report to the Congress. 
Senator Kerr. All right, sir, you may proceed. 
(The justification follows :) 


SACRAMENTO RIveER, CALIF., BANK PROTECTION 


Location.—The Sacramento River is in north central California. The major | 
tributary streams are the American and Feather Rivers which enter the Sacra- © 


mento River at Sacramento, Calif., and 20 miles above that city, respectively. 


Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted ; 


rebruary 18, 1955, 

Ewvisting project—The Federal flood protection project incorporates local 
work and authorized Federal improvements comprising 1,300 miles of levees, 
overflow weirs, bypass channels, channel improvements, and related work on 


the main stream and tributaries. As Federal levee work is accomplished, bank 7 
protection is provided as warranted. The completed authorized project will | 
include about 100 miles of protected levees and banks. Numerous multiple © 
purpose dams have been constructed by local interests and the Federal Govern- | 
ment. Existing Federal navigation improvements include a_shallow-draft © 
channel from Suisun Bay to Red Bluff, and a deepwater channel from Suisun | 


Bay to Sacramento. 

Flood problem.—The flood plain within the limits of the project comprises about 
2,000 square miles devoted largely to agriculture, and includes about 50 con- 
munities and a total population in 1958 of about 600,000. The 1955 flood on the 
Feather River resulted in two levee failures causing $48,200,000 damage and the 
loss of about 40 lives. During large floods, weak spots may develop at various 
points along the levee system. Many failures have been prevented by preflood 
repairs, flood fighting during floods, and by emergency repair following floods. 
The Federal Government has expended an average of $300,000 annually for 
emergency work during the past 10 years. The condition of the levees is. deteri- 
orating and the entire levee system is endangered. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—A long-range program is proposed for 
construction of bank erosion control works and setback levees within the limits 
of the existing levee system, with authorization of appropriation of an amount 
estimated to be sufficient for accomplishment of the initial 10-year phase. Any 
separable increment may be undertaken independently whenever funds for that 
purpose are available and local cooperation has been furnished. 


Estimated cost (price level, July 1959) 


Premera sg a i Se OS sre ss Mies 28 eet ee ih ese yo $14, 240, 000 
ORI IIIIOS ia SPU sto ee ak eet eteg oti 8 bee 2) pe ee 7, 120, 000 
i Sp a i a ae ra a a le 191, 360, 000 


1 For initial 10-year period. Cost of ultimate remedial work tentatively estimated at 
$100,000,000. 
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Project economics (initial 10-year period) 











| | | 
Federal | Non-Federal | Total 
Of which f Annual charges: | 
Interest and amortization...............------------------ $505, 000 | $251, 000 | 756, 000 
NT dita) cai cndspsnckomicentnindbusnabia — 0 57,000 57,000 
Meee Or DIOCUCEIVISY OF TANG... nop ncnnccesnscnconsasncs 0 22,000 22, 000 
|-—— —|——<—$$$_$_—_—_|—_——_ 
nda akckeeshesckaendbesian ane nandudaungndan | 505, 000 330, 000 | 835, 000 
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Economic justification—It is considered impracticable to assign a monetary 
yalue to the benefits which would result from the removal of threats of 
eventual levee breaks when there are numerous vulnerable locations in various 
states of deterioration. The remedial work is considered to be clearly justified 
to preserve the integrity of the existing levee system, the failure of any part of 
which would endanger many lives and cause extensive damage. 

Local cooperation.—Contribute in cash an amount which when added to the 
cost of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and utility changes, equals one-third 
of the cost of each unit of remedial work presently estimated at $4,820,000 for 
the first 10-year period; for reaches where local interests prefer bank stabiliza- 
tion to levee setbacks, contribute the costs over and above the costs of setbacks, 
and provide also the local contribution indicated as follows: Furnish lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way; make necessary relocations and alterations to 
roads, bridges, irrigation and drainage facilities, and other utilities; maintain 
and operate ; hold and save the United States free from damages. 


[S. 2913, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing bank protection and channel maintenance of the Sacramento River, 
California, in the interest of flood control, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for flood protection on the 
Sacramento River, California, authorized by the Flood Control Act approved 
March 1, 1917, as amended, by subsequent Acts of Congress, is hereby modified 
substantially as recommended by the District Engineer, Sacramento District, 
in his report dated January 6, 1959, at an estimated cost of $14,240,000 subject 
to certain conditions of local cooperation. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Colonel Tarsox. My next report concerns the Sacramento River, 
Calif., bank protection. 

The report concerns improvement for bank protection for the Sac- 
ramento River flood control project in California. 

The report was prepared in response to a resolution of the Senate 

Public Works Committee adopted February 18, 1955. 
_ The Sacramento River is an alluvial meandering stream, draining 
26,000 square miles of north central California. The existing Federal 
flood protection project incorporates work done by local interests, in 
addition to improvements authorized for Federal accomplishment, 
and comprises a system of about 1,300 miles of levees, overflow weirs, 
bypass channels, channel improvements, and related work on the main 
stream and tributaries. Numerous multiple-purpose dams have been 
constructed by local interests and the Federal Government. Existing 
Federal navigation improvements include a shallow-draft channel 
from Suisun Bay to Red Bluff, and a deepwater channel from 
Suisun Bay to Sacramento. 








324 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


The flood plain within the limits of the project comprises about 
2,000 square miles devoted largely to agriculture, and includes about 
50 communities and a total population in 1958 of about 600,000. The 
flood of 1955 on Feather River resulted in two levee failures causing 
$48,200,000 damage and the loss of about 40 lives. During larg 
floods, weak spots may develop at various points along the levee sys. 
tem. Many failures have been prevented by preflood repairs, flood 
fighting during floods, and by emergency repair following floods 
Ifowever bank erosion is threatening the inte ority of the levee system, 
Remedial work is required to prevent the failure of the whole system, 
which would endanger many Fives and cause extensive damage. 

Local interests desire Federal assistance in accomplishing the bank 
protection. 

After careful consideration of the flood problem the Chief of Engi- 
neers recommends modification of the existing project. for the Sacra. 
mento River, Calif., flood control, by authorization of a long-ran 
program to provide for the construction of bank erosion control valk 
within the limits of the existing levee system and further recommends 


authorization of ap ag nig tes for the initial phase of the work con- | 


templated during the 
neers recommends that prior to any extension of the monetary at- 
thorization for the long-range plan of development recommended 


rst 10 years. In addition, the Chief of Engi- | 


herein, a report on the advisability of proceeding with the additional | 


remedial bank protection work be submitted by the Chief of Engi- 
neers to the Congress as a basis for further authorization of appro- 
priations. 

In addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation, local in- 


terests are required to contribute an amount in cash which, when | 


added to the cost of lands, easements, and rights-of-way and utility 
changes, will equal one-third of the cost of each unit of the remedial 
work. For reaches where local interests prefer bank stabilization to 
levee setbacks, it is recommended by the Chief of Engineers that 
they contribute the cost over and above the cost of setbacks. 

Local interests are willing to meet the requirements of local co- 
operation. 

The cost of the ultimate remedial work to protect the existing levee 
system is tentatively estimated at $100 million. The initial phase of 
the work contemplated during the first 10 years is estimated to cost 
$21,360,000, of which $14,240,000 is Federal and $7,120,000 is non- 
Federal. The total annual charges for the initial phase are $835,000. 
The remedial work is considered to be justified to protect. the levee 
system the failure of any part of which will endanger many lives and 
cause extensive damages. 

The report was sent to the State of California and to the Depart- 
ments of Interior, Agriculture, and Commerce on March 11. 1960. 


LTT 


The State’s comments were received on March 15. Comments have | 


not been received from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, the last item on the agenda is consideration of 4 
bill introduced by Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Casz. That is for this project ? 

Colonel Tarpox. Yes, sir. It is S. 2913, to authorize bank protee- 
tion and channel maintenance substantially in accordance with the 
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report of the district engineer. This report is the one which I have 
just described. The Corps of Engineers has no objection to S. 2913. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, this would be a means of authori- 
zatlon—— 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Of this project in accordance with the suggestions 
which you have made? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any questions? 

Senator Case. I note on the memorandum which has been handed 
us that you have a dollar figure as the estimate for an initial 10-year 
— the cost of the ultimate remedial work will be $100 
million. 

How did you determine what proportion of the total of $100 mil- 
lion program would be used for getting this $20 million figure? 

Colonel Tarsox. The Board considered the most urgent require- 
ments, sir. We then felt that this should be presented to Congress 
after 10 years, and to let the Congress take another look at it. 

Senator Case. If you were given the authorization, and the special 
appropriation that the Engineers have recommended, how many 
years do you anticipate it would require to complete this project ? 

Colonel 'Tarsox. Ten years. 

Senator Case. Ten years of construction ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. With the population increase that California is hav- 
ing, is this project geared in with the estimated population growth ‘ 

General Cassipy. In this particular project, we are talking about 
bank protection in areas as need develops over the next 10 years. We 
can foresee and know now where some protection should be provided, 
but this is a long-range plan to revet the river banks as they are in 
danger, or prior to their being really in danger. 

Senator Cast. The Marysville- Yuba flood was one which concerned 
the whole country a few years ago. Those names were very much 
in the news at the time. I also have a recollection there were people 
involved who had some defense projects and so forth. This at- 
tracted a great deal of attention. 

You say that you do not know but. estimate that the ultimate reme- 
dial work will cost about $100 million and are coming in for $20 
million, That was a rounded estimate, I assume. When you come 
in and have a $360,000 figure and divide that $240,000 to the Federal 
and $120,000 to the non-Federal, it suggests possibly a more specific 
delineation of the work that you will do—more specific than you have 
indicated from what you have said about a 10-year program. 

General Cassipy. I believe that is an addition to the prospective 
costs of the estimated work, with the last three figures rounded off. 
It just came out that way. I would agree with you that $21 million 
or $21,500,000 would have been a better estimate to put in on this 
piece of paper. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any further questions ? 

If not, all right. 
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(The justification follows :) 


OAKLAND Harpor, CALIF., FrvrtVALE AVENUE BRIDGE 





Location.—Oakland Harbor is located on the east shore of San Francisco Bay 
opposite the Golden Gate passage to the Pacific Ocean. This report considers 
a highway and a railroad bridge at Fruitvale Avenue. 

Report authorized by—Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
May 12, 1950. 

Existing project—The existing Federal navigation project provides in general 
for a total channel length of 814 miles from San Francisco Bay to San Leandro 


Bay, varying in width from 800 feet to 275 feet and varying in depth from 35 feet 
to 25 feet. The project is complete except for deepening the tidal canal aboye fF 


the Park Street Bridge to 25 feet. 


Problem.—To determine whether the Federal Government should replace the 


present federally owned 2-lane Fruitvale Avenue highway bridge with a modern 
bridge adequate for the authorized 25-foot navigation project in the tidal canal, 
Recommendations.—Modification of the existing project to provide for Federal 


participation in the reconstruction of the highway bridge to the extent of pro ’ 


viding a two-lane, movable bridge adequate for the authorized 25-foot navigation | 





project. 

Istimated cost (price level of June 1959 ; 
a a a ee eee $1, 750, 000 
NOME CUCT on hee cede nae cnsacarannecpebaudeconases 695, 000 

EL itd neces bhi a dsibd ttn eu bue beliwehd GARE eS 2, 445, 000 


Justification.—Because of deterioration, the United States will be required 
to replace the existing highway bridge in the near future or spend exceedingly 
high amounts for maintenance. The recommendations are considered to be 


equitable under present Federal policy in regard to replacement of bridges over | 


navigable waterways, and proposed improvements of existing waterways. 
Local cooperation.—Construct the approaches ; make necessary utility changes; 


upon completion of construction take over the railroad and highway bridges F 
and their approaches for operation, maintenance, and replacement as needed, 


Colonel Tarsox. My next report concerns Oakland Harbor, Calif, 
the Fruitvale Avenue Bridge. 

The report concerns a highway bridge and a railroad bridge at 
Fruitvale Avenue over the tidal canal in Oakland Harbor, Calif. 
The report was considered in response to a Senate Public Works Con- 
mittee resolution adopted May 12, 1950. 

Oakland Harbor is located on the east shore of San Francisco Bay 
opposite the Golden Gate passage to the Pacific Ocean. Military estab- 
lishments, railroads, and industry occupy about 70 percent of the 
total usable waterfront land in the harbor. The area immediately 
served by the Fruitvale Avenue Bridge comprises the county of 
Alameda and the city of Oakland, which have a combined popula- 
tion estimated to be 1,276,000 in 1956. 

The existing Federal navigation project provides in general fora 
total channel length of 8.5 miles from San Francisco Bay to San 
Leandro Bay, varying in width from 800 feet to 275 feet and varying 
in depth from 35 feet to 25 feet. The project is complete except for 
deepening the tidal canal above the Park Street Bridge to 25 feet. 


This report concerns the federally owned highway bridge and rail- © 


road bridge at Fruitvale Avenue. Because of deterioration, the 
United States will be required to replace the Fruitvale Avenue high- 
way bridge in the near future or spend exceedingly large amounts for 
maintenance. 

Local interests desire that the United States replace the present 
two-lane bridge at Fruitvale Avenue with a modern four-lane bridge 
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with greater horizontal clearance for navigation, continue to oper- 
ate and maintain both the highway and railroad bridge, and accom- 
plish the dredging as required to the authorized 25-foot depth in the 
tidal canal. 

After careful consideration of the desires of the local interests, the 


Chief of Engineers recommends to provide for Federal participation 
' jn the reconstruction of the highway bridge to the extent of provid- 


ing a two-lane, movable bridge adequate for the authorized 25-foot 


| navigation project. 


Local interests are required to construct the approaches; to make 


over the railroad and highway bridges and their approaches for op- 
eration, maintenance, and subsequent replacement. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $2,445,000, of which 
$1,750,000 is Federal and $695,000 is non-Federal. 

The report was sent to the State of California and to the Depart- 
ment of Interior and Department of Commerce for comments on 
April 4, 1960. No comments have been received. 

Senator Casr. I wonder if someone would state what is the Federal 
policy in regard to the replacement of bridges over navigable water- 
ways? I ask that because the committee memorandum says the rec- 
ommendations are considered to be equitable under present Federal 
policy in regard to replacing of bridges over navigable waters. 

Mr. Wernxavurr. When a bridge constitutes an obstruction to navi- 
gation, the Federal Government pays a portion of the replacement 
costs, In accordance with the policy established by Congress in the 
Truman-Hobbs Act, any betterment included in the replacement cost 
is paid for by the owner. In addition the Federal share is further 
reduced by some proportion of the original cost of the old bridge. 
This proportion is usually small because the cost of the old bridge is 
usually much less than the cost of the new bridge. 

Senator Case. I notice that, also, in the memorandum to the com- 
mittee that it says that the problem is to determine whether the Fed- 
eral Government should replace the present federally owned two-lane 
Fruitvale Avenue highway bridge. 

How did the Federal Government come to own the present two-lane 
bridge there? 

Colonel Tarsox. Sir, the Federal Government formerly owned 
three bridges over the canal, and they were transferred to Alameda 
County in 1913 for local interests to maintain and operate. 

However, a subsequent court decision stated that the county did not 
have authority to accept the bridges, and they were returned to the 
Federal Government. The means by which the county could accept 
the bridges was altered in the case of two of them and the county 
took back these two bridges, but Fruitvale Avenue Bridge which, 
originally, was a combination highway and railroad bridge, remained 
in the Federal Government’s hands. 

Senator Case. Who paid for the bridges in the first place? 

Colonel Tarnox. The Federal Government. 

Senator Casz. How did it come to build it, that is, the Federal Gov- 
ernment ? 

Colonel Tarsox. In accordance with the legislation authorizing the 
tidal canal, sir. 
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General Casstpy. I might explain that. The original project. was 
not for the bridge, but for the tidal canal, to provide for essentially, 
land cut. When that cut was made, under the then authorizing act, 
the Federal Government was required to provide the bridges acros 
that cut to take the place of streets. 

Senator Casr. Then if the Federal Government has recognized 
where construction works destroy existing crossings or create a re 
quirement for new crossings, there is a responsibility on the Federal 
Government to provide those ? 

General Cassipy. We do that in our reservoir projects. 

Senator Kerr. And to replace existing structures ? 

General Casstpy. The Federal Government does not own them 
under the present policy. Under the old policy, it did. 

Senator Kerr. It still owns them? 

Senator Case. That is the Federal policy in regard to the respon. 
sibility with regard to the construction of an existing crossing of 
works constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 

I am getting a little foundation testimony for use later. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Colonel. 

(The justification follows :) 


Los ANGELES AND LonG BeacH Harsor, CALir. 


Location.—On San Pedro Bay on the coast of southern California. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the House Public Works Committee 
adopted June 27, 1956. 

Evisting project.—Provides for three breakwaters, having a total length of 
about 8 miles, which afford protection from the ocean for these adjoining outer 
harbors within the bay; various deep-draft outer-harbor improvements includ- 
ing an entrance channel 40 feet deep into Los Angeles Harbor; Los Angeles 
Channel 35 feet deep from the outer harbor along the west end of Terminal Is- 
land to a turning basin 35 feet deep at the entrance to west basin; thence east 
basin channel and east basin, 35 feet deep, extending northeasterly along Ter- 
minal Island; thence Cerritos Channel and other channels to the inner harbor 
of Long Beach, 35 feet deep, continuing around the land sides of Terminal Island 
to Long Beach outer harbor. West basin is not a part of the Federal project. 

Navigation problem.—Inadequate depths in west basin. The island shoal in 
the basin is a serious hazard to the navigation of larger vessels. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for dredging of west basin, 
including southwest slip, to a depth of 35 feet at mean lower low water. 

Hstimated cost (price level of 1958).—All Federal, $1,768,000. 


Project economics 
Annual charges, all Federal: 


UR OSU, ATE ACI ee $63, 260 
EPO a ee oa a es Pe einen enue name eamneeeae 1, 000 
ebebiiss 23 oe de ee ee 64, 260 
Annual benefits: Transportation savings........_.._...--..------_____ 150, 70 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands 
easements, rights-of-way, and suitable disposal areas necessary for initial dredg- 
ing and subsequent maintenance, when and as required; (b) hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to the construction and maintenance of the 
improvements; (c) provide and maintain at local expense adequate public ter- 
minal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; (d) alter and maintain 
sewer and other utility facilities as required by the improvements; and (¢) 
when and where needed, provide and maintain without cost to the United 
States, depths in berthing areas and slips serving the terminals in West Basin 
commensurate with depths provided in related project areas. 
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Colonel Tarsox. My next project is west basin, Los Angeles and 
Long Beach Harbor, Calif. 

This interim report concerns the modification of west basin, Califor- 
nia, which is contiguous to Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor. 
The report was prepared in response to a resolution by the House 
Public Works Committee adopted June 27, 1956. 

There is no existing Federal project in the west basin. The exist- 
ing projects for Los Angeles and Long Beach provide, in general, 
for breakwaters, a 40-foot deep entrance channel, 35-foot inner chan- 
nels, and a turning basin of 35-foot depth at the entrance to west 
basin. 

Local interests desire dredging of the west basin to 35 feet. They 
point out that there are inadequate depths in west basin, and that 
the Island Shoal in the basin is a serious hazard to the navigation of 
larger vessels, 

Ktter careful consideration of the problem and the desires of the 
local interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends modification of 
the existing projects for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor to pro- 
vide for a depth of 35 feet in the west basin. 

In addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation, local inter- 
ests will be required to provide and maintain at local expense ade- 
quate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; 
alter and maintain utilities as required by the improvements; and 

rovide and maintain without cost to the United States depths in 
feithing areas and slips serving the terminals in west basin com- 
mensurate with depths provided in related project areas. 

The total estimated rst cost of construction is $1,768,000, which is 
all Federal. The total annual charges are $64,260. And the annual 
benefits are $150,700, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.3. 

The report has been submitted to the State of California and the 
Federal agencies. No comments have been received as yet, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


4 


Fresno River BASIN, CALIFORNIA 


Location —Fresno River is the most southerly of the major east-bank tribu- 
taries of San Joaquin River, Calif. It rises on the western slope of the Sierra 
Nevada and flows westerly through the mountains and foothills and thence 
across a flat valley. The river drains an area about 60 miles long with average 
width of 10 miles. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by the Senate Public Works Committee 
adopted June 26, 1958. 

Existing project—There is no Federal flood control project in the Fresno 
River Basin. Projects of the Bureau of Reclamation consist of the existing 
Friant Dam, which forms Millerton Lake on the San Joaquin River, and the 
existing Madera Canal, which delivers irrigation water from the lake to the 
local service areas. The State of California is constructing levees along the 
San Joaquin River which will extend up Fresno River to the Chowchilla Canal. 

Flood problem.—The flood plain of Fresno River extends from the foothill 
line to San Joaquin River, and contains about 145,000 acres, including the city 
of Madera, the county seat of Madera County. Floods on the stream result 
chiefly from rainfall in the season from November through April, and are char- 
acterized by high peak flows and short durations. The majority of flood dam- 
ages are crop losses. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—A multiple-purpose reservoir for flood 
control, irrigation, recreation, and other purposes at the Hidden site on Fresno 
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River, about 15 miles northeast of the city of Madera. The dam would have a 
maximum height above streambed of 158 feet, a storage capacity of 90,000 acre. 
feet at spillway crest of which 35,000 acre-feet would be for primary and 30,000 
acre-feet for secondary flood control storage, 5,000 acre-feet inactive storage, 
and it will make available 23,800 acre-feet of additional conservation water 
annually. In addition a 7-mile reach of the river upstream from the Chow- 
chilla Canal would be improved by channel improvement and spoil-bank levees 
to increase its capacity to 5,000 cubic feet per second. 


Estimated cost (price level of July 1959) 
rE AR 8 EIR LEE TE Oe ee) ee * $14, 338, 000 





ih aca A ee Bae ee ae a 220, 000 
NA cb is sp cia aceite ap elec ect ia la 14, 558, 000 
1The sum of $3,698,000 will be reimbursed to the United States for irrigation. 
Project economics 
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Annual charges: | 

Interest and amortization soo eaecsuldaantened $534, 000 | $11, 000 $545, 000 
Operation and maintenance__._..-._._...---.-----.-----_- 1 80, 000 | 6, 000 86, 000 
I  Seccaig sedi iwindnwnnia ndadciaiemvehdindomawnemkaa’ 631, 000 
Annual benefits: ‘es aa 
nn UU NINN 2s UN cece bathaninecaieieet 615, 000 
UN 65 Sacchicatinn ~ekid etdddony eunpienaemenaabea feet 246, 000 
Recreation wigs 70, 000 
I aes alg Sse i SE ae | ad tone meee Sl een eaten bacie 931, 000 








1 Includes $17,000 apportioned to local interests for irrigation. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5. 


Local cooperation.—(a) Hidden Dam and Reservoir.—(1) Prior to operation 
of the dam and reservoir for irrigation, the Secretary of the Interior make neces- 
sary arrangements for repayment of that part of the construction cost and 
annual operation and maintenance cost allocated to irrigation, presently esti- 
mated at $3,698,000 and $17,000, respectively, the final cost allocation to be made 
by the Secretary of the Army, with the assistance of the Secretary of the Interior, 
such repayment to be financially integrated into the Central Valley project of 
the Bureau of Reclamation; (2) Insofar as compatible with law and overall 
project requirements: a. After authorization, such reasonable modifications 
be made in project facilities and method of operation as may be found justified 
by the Commissioner of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and agreed upon by 
the Chief of Engineers; and b. The Chief of Engineers operate the dam and 
reservoir for irrigation in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. (3) The local interests sponsoring any permanent pool in the 
reservoir for fish and wildlife and/or recreation be required to settle all claims 
for water rights pertaining to establishment and use of a permanent pool for 
this purpose. 

(b) Channel improvements.—(1) Furnish without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; 
(2) Make all necessary relocations and alterations to existing improvements, 
including highway facilities, which may be required for construction of the 
project; (3) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction works; (4) Maintain and operate all the works after completion in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; and (5) 
Preserve, or restore and thereafter maintain, the Fresno River channel from the 
Hidden Dam downstream to the channel work recommended herein at the 


capacities prevailing in 1959. They are willing to meet the requirements of local 
cooperation. 
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{S. 184, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the project for the Hidden Reservoir on the Fresno River, 
San Joaquin Valley, California, for flood control purposes 


Be is enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the Hidden Reservoir on 
the Fresno River for flood control and other purposes in the San Joaquin Valley, 
California, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 367, Eighty- 
first Congress, with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers may be advisable, at an estimated 
cost of $12,500,000: Provided, That prior to starting construction assurances of 
repayment arrangements for the cost allocated to irrigation be obtained by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Colonel Tarsox. My next report concerns the Fresno River Basin, 
Calif. 

This is an interim report that covers water resources problems in 
the Fresno River Basin. The report was prepared in partial response 
toa resolution of the Senate Public Works Chnmealttin adopted June 
26, 1958. 

The Fresno River rises on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada 
and flows westerly through the mountains and foothills and thence 
across a flat valley. There is no Federal flood control project in the 
Fresno River Basin. The population of the basin was estimated at 
20,000 in 1958. 

Local interests desire the elimination of the flood hazard on the 
Fresno River and provision of additional water supply for conserva- 
tion purposes, generally by means of storage projects. 

After careful consideration of the problems and the desires of local 
interests the Chief of Engineers recommends the improvement of the 
Fresno River for flood control, irrigation, and recreation by the con- 
struction of a multiple-purpose reservoir at. the Hidden site on the 
Fresno River, about. 15 miles northeast of the city of Madera, and 
supplemental channel improvements, together with levees and ap- 
purtenant works on the Fresno River for about 7 miles upstream from 
the Chowchilla Canal. 

The plan of improvement is recommended with the following 
provisions : 

First, with respect to Hidden Dam Reservoir: (1) Prior to opera- 
tion of the dam and reservoir for irrigation, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior make necessary arrangements for repayment of that part of the 
construction cost and annual operation and maintenance cost allo- 
cated to irrigation, presently estimated at $3,698,000 and $17,000, re- 
spectively, the final cost allocation to be made by the Secretary of the 
Army, with the assistance of the Secretary of the Interior, such repay- 
ment to be financially integrated into the Central Valley project of the 
Burean of Reclamation; (2) Insofar as compatible with law and over- 
all project requirements: (a) after authorization, such reasonable 
modifications be made in project facilities and method of operation as 
may be found justified by the Commissioner of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and agreed upon by the Chief of Engineers; and (6) 
the Chief of Engineers to operate the dam and reservoir for irrigation 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion; (3) The local interests sponsoring any permanent pool in the 
reservoir for fish and wildlife and/or recreation be required to settle 
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all claims for water rights pertaining to establishment and use of a 
permanent pool for this ere 

Second, with respect to channel improvements, local interests com- 
ply with the usual provisions of local cooperation, and preserve or 
restore and thereafter maintain the Fresno River channel from the 
Tiidden Dam downstream to the channel work recommended herein 
at the capacities prevailing in 1959. 

Local interests are willing to meet the requirements of local co- 
operation. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $14,558,000, of 
which $14,338,000 is Federal and $220,000 is non-Federal. The total 
annual charges are estimated at $631,000, and the annual benefits are 
estimated at “$93 1,000, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1. 

-The report was sent to the State and Federal agencies for comment 
on April 14, 1960. No comments have been received. 

The report will be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget when the 
State and Federal agency comments have been received. 

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from Colonel Smith. 

(The justification follows :) 


WESTFIELD RIVER, MASs. 


Location._-In western Massachusetts and enters the Connecticut River at 
West Springfield. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions adopted by Senate and House Public 
Works Committees adopted September 14, 1955, and June 13, 1956, respectively. 

Existing project.—Includes the Knightville Dam and Reservoir on Westfield 
River 4 miles north of Huntington, Mass., and local protection works on the 
Westfield and Connecticut Rivers at West Springfield and Littleville Dam and 
Reservoir on Middle Branch, 2.4 miles upstream from Huntington. 

Flood problem.—Recurrence of the maximum flood of record with the 
Knightville and Littleville Reservoirs in operation would cause substantial 
damages downstream with nearly all the damages occurring with the West- 
field area to be protected. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Includes approximately 29,000 feet of 
earth levees and 4,000 feet of floodwalls; stoplog structures; two channel 
changes ; two pumping plants; two ponding areas; and appurtenant works. 


Estimated cost (price level of 1959) 
IN cies hn achanse ti cai dc ys ania eee > aa we aides ee ie $3, 240, 000 


Project economics 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3. 

Local cooperation—(a) Contribute in cash 5.8 percent of the construction 
cost due to land enhancement benefits, a contribution presently estimated at 
$200,000 to be paid either in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction, 
or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent work items, in accord- 
ance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of Hngineers, the 
final apportionment of cost to be made after actual costs have been determined ; 
(b) provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way necessary for construction of the project, including lands for storage 
ponds; (¢) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction works; (d@) maintain and operate each usable element of the work 
upon completion of that element and all the works after completion of the im- 
provement in accordtnce with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army; and (€) permit no encroachment on the improved channels or on the 
ponding areas and, if ponding areas or capacities are impaired, provide substi- 


' tute storage capacity or equivalent pumping capacity promptly without cost to 


the United States. They are willing to furnish the items of local cooperation. 


Colonel Smirn. This report concerns a modification of the flood 
control project in the Westfield River Basin located in western Massa- 
chusetts, which enters the Connecticut River at West Springfield. 

The report is being prepared in response to a resolution of this 
committee adopted September 14, 1955. 

The report was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors in March and was sent to the State and Federal agencies 


for comment on April 18, 1960. 


_ and Reservoir on t 
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The existing project in this basin provides for the Knightville Dam 

/ Westfield River, which was completed in 1941; 

the local protection works in West Springfield which were completed 

in 1947; and the Littleville Dam and Reservoir now being designed. 

The flood of August 1955, the maximum of record, resulted in a 
peak discharge of 70,300 cubic feet per second at Westfield. 

With the Littleville Reservoir in operation the same flood would 
— an estimated discharge of 62,500 cubic feet per second at West- 
eld. 

The 1955 flood, with both Knightville and Littleville Reservoirs 
operating, would cause losses estimated at $5,500,000 downstream of 
the West Branch of the Westfield River. $4,100,000 of that would 
be in the area of the town of Westfield, Mass., protected by the 
project. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends the construction of a local pro- 


tection project at Westfield which includes, approximately, 29,000 feet 
of earth levees and 4,000 feet of floodwalls, stoplog structures, two 


channel changes, two pumping plants, two ponding areas, and ap- 


| purtenant works. 


Local interests are required to contribute in cash 5.8 percent of the 
construction cost due to land enhancement benefits, a contribution 
presently estimated at $200,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to 
the commencement of construction or in installments prior to com- 
mencement of pertinent work items, in accordance with the construc- 
tion schedules of the Chief of Engineers, and to provide without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, in- 
—t lands for storage ponds, and to hold the United States free 
from damage and to maintain and operate the works after construc- 
tion and completion and to permit no encroachment on the improved 
channels or on the ponding areas. 

Local interests are willing to furnish the items of local cooperation. 
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The total estimated first cost of construction is $3,656,000, of which 
$3,240,000 is Federal and $416,000 is non-Federal. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts and Federal agencies haye 
not yet commented on the project. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


WILMINGTON HArRsOoR, DEL. 
(S. Doe. 88, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Wilmington Harbor is in the Christina River which enters the 
Delaware River at Wilmington, Del. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions by the Committee on Public Works of the 
_U.S. Senate adopted March 18, 1953, and February 14, 1955. 

Existing project—Provides for a channel 30 feet deep and 400 feet wide from 
the ship channel in Delaware River to the Lobdell Canal in Christina River, and 
thence a decreasing channel to Newport, Del., where the project depth ani 


width are 7 and 100 feet, respectively. It also includes an inner basin 30 feet | 


deep and 600 feet, and 3 jetties. 


Navigation problem.—Depth of water available in the entrance channel ani > 
the channel in the harbor is not adequate for the tankers in regular use. Asif 


result of these conditions vessels are frequently delayed in entering and leaving 
the harbor awaiting favorable tide conditions. As the depth presently available 
in the basin is inadequate for large vessels, they must be backed out of the 
harbor. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing project for 


Wilmington Harbor, Del., to provide a channel 35 feet deep and 400 feet wide | 
from the Delaware River ship channel to the Lobdell Canal, and a turning basin 7 
opposite Wilmington marine terminal, 200 feet wide and about 2,500 feet long. 


Estimated cost (price level of July 1958).—All Federal, $351,000. 


Project economics 


Amite chives: Bi Weare sic ee cca $12, 600 


Annual benefits : 
Elimination of: 


Delays to vessels entering harbor.................._.-._--..- 5, 000 F 
Dock standby labor awaiting delayed vessels_.._..._....________ 4, 000 
Eee Comune mor Teme es ee ee 18, 000 
Losses from diversion of loaded vessels__......._..___________ 3, 000 
Reduction in dock and ship damage____......_--._........--.--_. 1, 000 


CN a a a a a aa 31, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5. 

Local cooperation.—None. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Interior: Interests are not affected. 
State of Delaware: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—Favorable. 


Colonel Smirn. The next project is a navigation project in Wil- 
mington Harbor, Del. It provides for a modification of the exist- 
ing channel and turning basin. 

The study was authorized by resolution of this committee adopted 
March 18, 1953, and February 14, 1955. 

The report was submitted to Congress on March 11, 1960. 

The city of Wilmington has a population of about 110,000. 

The tributary area is highly industrialized, with more than 300 
manufacturing establishments. 

Commerce through the Wilmington marine terminal averaged 
676,000 tons annually from 1946 through 1956. 
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The existing channel from the Delaware River channel to the Lob- 
dell Canal is 30 feet deep and 400 feet wide. It decreases in depth 
and width from the latter point to Newport, Del., where it is 7 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide. 

The existing Federal project also includes a 30-foot deep turnin 
basin and three jetties, two at the mouth of the Christina River, an 
one at the mouth of the Brandywine River. 

In Wilmington Harbor there are three publicly owned waterfront 
facilities, and 21 privately owned piers, wharves, and docks. The 
existing harbor facilities are adequate, except at the Wilmington 
marine terminal where additional berthing space is needed. 

Local interests desire deepening and widening of the channel in 
Wilmington Harbor between the Delaware River and the Lobdell 
Canal. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide a project channel 35 feet deep and 400 feet wide 
from the Delaware River ship channel to the Lobdell Canal, and a 
turning basin opposite Wilmington marine terminal, 200 feet wide 
and about 2,500 feet long, along the north side of the channel at the 
upper end. 

The estimated cost is $351,000, all Federal. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 2.5 to 1. 

Other Federal agencies and the Bureau of the Budget have no 
objection to the project. The State of Delaware concurs in the im- 
provement. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


St. MAarKS River, FLA. 
(1. Doe. 224, 86th Cong.) 


Location —St. Marks River rises in Leon County, Fla., about 14 miles south- 
east of Tallahassee and flows southerly for a distance of 17 miles, emptying into 
Apalachee Bay, an arm of the Gulf of Mexico, about 90 miles east of Panama 
City, Fla. 

Report authorized by—House Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
April 9, 1957. 

Evisting project—The existing Federal project for St. Marks River provides 
for a channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide at mean low water, on suitable 
alinement and with greater width where necessary at bends, extending from the 
10-foot contour in Apalachee Bay about 10 miles to a turning basin of the 
same depth and 200 feet square at the town of St. Marks. The project also 
provides for the removal of snags and similar obstructions from the present 
channel between St. Marks and Newport. Local interests, in addition to fur- 
nishing rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas, have built several terminals, 
boat sheds, and a marine ways. 

Navigation problem.—The depth, width and maneuvering clearances at the 
numerous sharp bends in the channel are inadequate for the safe navigation of 
the typical tows using the project. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of existing project to pro- 
vide for: (a) a channel 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide, widened at the bends, 
from that depth in Apalachee Bay to the turning basin at the town of St. Marks, 
generally along the alinement of the existing channel; (b) a turning basin 
at St. Marks 12 feet deep and 300 feet square; and (c) a channel 12 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide, extending approximately 3,400 feet upstream from the 
turning basin. 

Estimated cost (price level February 1959).—Federal, $1,711,000. 


44845—60—pt. 311 











336 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Project economics (Federal) 
Annual charges: 





SON Mt RE TORE  on oigiccncnncndinbondgmnenccacamname $61, 000 
Additional maintenance dredging cost____.____--_-------------_-__ 2, 000 
SN cS ste a le cE a a a a a a 63, 000 


Annual benefits: 
POUT Onr OF VONOE) TON 0. ose sic ace taecacke es Seeeooeaeeon 1, 000 
PRCDORRER TORIES OF DRTIUN 6a 5 on en dese 113, 000 
SERGIO GE ORTIOOIR oo iit nen nn dcenshawdeesadetebik aaa 5, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.2. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, ease. 
ments, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas for initial work and 
subsequent maintenance, when and as required; and hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to construction and maintenance of the project. 
Local interests have expressed willingness and ability to comply with the require. 
ments of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Has no objection. 
State of Florida: Endorses the project. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection. 


Colonel Smrru. Next is the St. Marks River in Florida. 

It concerns the modification of an existing navigation project for 
the St. Marks River located in the northwestern part of Florida. 

The favorable report of the Chief of Engineers was published 
as House Document 224 of the 86th Congress, and was submitted to 
Congress on September 4, 1959, in response to a House committee 
resolution adopted April 9, 1957. 

The existing project provides for a channel 10 feet deep and 100 
feet wide at mean low water, extending from the 10-foot contour in 


Apalachee Bay about 10 miles to a turning basin of the same depth | 


and 200 feet square at the town of St. Marks, and removal of snags 
and similar obstructions from the present channel between St. Marks 
and Newport. 

Waterborne commerce has increased from 100,000 tons in 1947 
to 450,000 tons in 1957. 

The existing project is inadequate to accommodate this volume 
of traffic. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that the existing project. be 
modified to provide for a channel 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide, 
widened at the bends, from that depth in Apalachee Bay to the turn- 
ing basin at the town of St. Marks, generally along the alinement 
of the existing channel; a turning basin at St. Marks 12 feet deep 
and 300 feet square; and a channel 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide, 
extending approximately 3,400 feet upstream from the turning basin. 

Local interests must agree to comply with the usual terms of local 
cooperation. 

The estimated first cost to the United States is $1,711,000. 

The estimated benefit-cost ratio is 2.2 to 1. 

The Bureau of the Budget and other Federal agencies have no 
objection to the project, and the State of Florida favors its 
construction. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Colonel. 

(The justification follows :) 
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Litre Pass, CLEARWATER Bay, FLA. 
(H. Doc. 293, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Little Pass, on the Gulf coast of Florida, connects Clearwater 
Bay with the Gulf of Mexico about 25 miles north of Tampa Bay and 14 miles 
south of Anclote River. 

Report authorized by.—River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. 

Existing project.—There is no existing Federal project for Little Pass. A 
Federal project, not as yet constructed, provides for a channel 9 feet deep and 
100 feet wide in the Intracoastal Waterway, which extends from Caloosahatchee 
River to Anclote River and passes through Clearwater Bay. 

Navigation problem.—Inadequate depths over the seaward bar is the principal 
problem: additional depth in channels in Clearwater Bay is also needed in order 
to use the pass channel. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Improvements to provide: (@) a channel 
10 feet deep and 150 feet wide from deep water in the Gulf of Mexico through 
Little Pass to the site of a proposed drawbridge across the pass, thence 8 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide eastward to the authorized Intracoastal Waterway ; and 
(b) a side channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the inner channel north- 
ward to the Clearwater Island Marina, with a turning basin at the marina 8 
feet deep, 100 to 450 feet wide, and 850 feet long. 


Estimated cost (price level July 1958) 


EIS iii eccrine meses abe pein sniewn a aiaiceetanaisio a ata doe uhs Seeae $104, 000 
ITN isi csc ccca sea chtesch rg ice pelos ois capable eataldacced detainee 96, 000 
Rites cides tcdcucnndima gacsenmtpea a Aamataaaaamadeasy 200, 000 




















Federal ‘ote 
db dee. —$$$$___—_——|— had eee 
Annual charges: | | 
DO INNNNS ..cncanavahwdaionmmsivepagsos | $5, 600 $3, 400 $9, 000 
NUNS = ool a heise nh Sets dabmoWameneauemeeiaeiown 57, 500 0 57, 500 
Maintenance of navigation aids. -.............-..-.------- 500 | 0 500 
OR se ie dead 5S a eto a Se 63, 600 | 3, 400 67,000 
Annual benefits: f airy a va <ee 
I ic cecnencte ect cemitot ci ehcbsnibdicasicatnen iach ees ane inaieateapalitenidie a taalite Taciaaial 103, 800 
RIPON MNUNNGS 5 «iss ininasi arte nsdislaecer bureniatnasbannseiaaaae tame agenamadeneatasiaaee 3, 500 
WN chicedinkscdadadounampanmestnansandadaduntstiddnseddadd wanes aadaemuaatebiieeimnaa 107, 300 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6. 

Local cooperation.—Prior to construction, local interests shall agree to: (a) 
Contribute in cash 48 percent of the first cost of construction, a contribution 
presently estimated at $96,000; (b) provide without cost to the United States all 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas; (c) hold 
and save the United States free from damages, including erosion of the shore, 
that may be attributable to construction and maintenance of the project works; 
(d) maintain at local expense necessary mooring facilities; (e) provide and 
maintain a 25-foot-wide berthing strip between the turning basin and the 
terminals; and (f) pay any excess cost of depositing dredged material in areas 
other than those selected by the district engineer for economical spoil-disposal, 
should such deposition be desired by local interests. Local interests have indi- 
cated their willingness and ability to meet the requirements of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Interior: Has no objection. 
State of Florida: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection. 


Colonel Smiru. The next is a navigation project at Little Pass in 
Clearwater Bay, Fla. 
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The study was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1945 
and the report was submitted to Congress on December 29, 1959. 

Little Pass is west of the city of Clearwater, about 25 miles north 
of Tampa Bay. 

The existing depths in Little Pass are 6 to 9 feet, and the depths 
in Clearwater Bay are about 5 feet. 

Industry in the area consists of recreational boating, bathing, sports 
and commercial fishing, boatbuilding, and raising fruit. 

Waterborne commerce in 1957 consisted of about 1,500 tons of fish, 
but most of the traffic in the area is recreational. There are 650 fish- 
ing and recreation boats in the harbor. 


The depth of the water in the bay and the pass are inadequate for | 


the present traffic. 
; There is no existing Federal project in the harbor. 
The Intracoastal Waterway from Caloosahatchee River to Anclote 
will cross the harbor with a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide. 


Work on this project has begun at the south end and is scheduled for } 


completion in this area in about 3 years. 


The Chief of Engineers recommends a channel 10 feet deep and 
150 feet wide from deep water in the Gulf of Mexico through Little | 
Pass to the site of a proposed drawbridge across the pass, thence 8 | 


feet. deep and 100 feet wide eastward to the authorized Intracoastal 
Waterway; and a side channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide from 
the inner channel northward to the Clearwater Island marina. With 


a turning basin at the marina 8 feet deep, 100 to 450 feet wide, and | 


850 feet long. 

Local interests will be required to contribute in cash 48 percent of 
the first cost of construction, a contribution which is presently esti- 
mated at $96,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to the initiation of 
construction, the final allocation of costs to co made after the actual 
costs have been determined. 

Senator Kerr. That would represent the percentage of your pres- 
ent estimate of the total cost ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. That is 48 percent. They will also have 
to provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and_spoil-disposal 
areas, and to hold and save the United States free from damages, 
including the erosion of the shore that may be attributed to the con- 
struction and maintenance of the work, and they will maintain at 
local expense the necessary mooring facilities and utilities, including 
a public landing open to all on equal terms. They will have to pro- 
vide and maintain a 25-foot-wide berthing strip between the turning 
basin and the terminal to the same depth as the turning basin, and 
they will have to pay any excess cost of depositing dredged material 
in the areas other than those selected by the district engineer. 

Local interests have indicated their willingness and ability to meet 
these terms. 





| 


The estimated first cost of construction is $200,000. The cost to , 


the Federal Government is estimated at $104,000. 
The annual charges are $67,000, and the benefits are $107,300, giving 
a benefit-cost ratio of 1.6 to 1. 
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Other Federal agencies and the Bureau of the Budget have no 
objection to the project, and the State of Florida favors its con- 
struction. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Colonel. 


TAHCHEVAH CREEK, WHITEWATER RIveR BASIN, CALIF. 
(H. Doe. 171, 86th Cong. ) 


Location—Tahchevah Creek Basin is in southern California in Riverside 
County. It includes a part of the city of Palm Springs, which is 90 miles east 
of Los Angeles. The watershed of Tahchevah Creek covers 5 square miles, 3.2 
square miles of which are on the steep east slope of the San Jacinto Mountains 
immediately above Palm Springs. 

Report authorized by.—Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937. 

Existing project—No Federal improvement of Tahchevah Creek. Local inter- 
ests have constructed minor channel improvements. 

Flood problem.—Highly developed urban area in Palm Springs subject to 
damage from flash floods. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides a 900 acre-foot detention reser- 
voir and 10,415 feet of outlet channel and conduit. 





Estimated cost (price level, February 1957) 


ON i canbe Sone ch ds ain clic feces deb dash psec cual acer ee label $1, 658, 000 
INNO Saas incense sth ans aaa hin asithinddetthapuiicianeeandaibean talks 552, 000 
OIE ick tains cicocniss mics ds insane learns ian began get niindn endearment aa 2, 210, 000 


Project economics 

















| Federal | Non-Federal Total 
> mas REE ee — | ee — 
Annual charges: 
en IIE COIR ee eaeeme nail $60, 100 $19, 400 | $79, 500 
Operation and maintenance ____.__.- a 2 0 6, 000 | 6, 000 
—— = — Se - | ——— - 
oo g cewio a seoaynceessoeee sn iiiesdccieseees 60, 100 | 25, 400 | 85, 500 
Se ——— SS 
Annual benefits: 
ET CRUE SROCONONE i oo5 oe sesh knoe en andaciedtcabeen cantare ceaeee el 85, 000 
DE CITI 6 5 5 cane daapsaaieadoaticmmndpansmas izes |----------=--- 15, 700 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.18. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations; 
hold and save the United States free from damages, including water rights; 
maintain and operate; prevent channel encroachment; contribute in cash 5.8 
percent of construction cost, presently estimated at $102,000, for land enhance- 
ment benefits. Local interests have expressed willingness to cooperate in con- 
struction of the project. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior: Favorable. 
Federal Power Commission : Favorable. 
State of California: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—Recommends against authorization 
of the improvement as a Federal project. The Bureau of the Budget expressed 
the opinion that (@) the flood hazard in Palm Springs under existing conditions 
of development was not sufficiently serious to warrant the degree of protection 
proposed, (0b) the justification for improvement of Tahchevah Creek for flood 
control depends upon a very rapid and costly development of section 14 which 
must be regarded as being rather speculative, and (c) the flood damages against 
which the project is designed to protect could be entirely avoided if the munici- 
pality refused to permit further urban development in the area subject to flooding 
without the prior construction of appropriate flood protection works. 
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Colonel Tarsox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 
this interim report concerns a local flood project located in Palm 
Springs, Calif. The favorable report of the Chief of Engineers, 
published as House Document 171 of the 86th Congress, was sub- 
mitted to Congress on June 1, 1959, in partial response to section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937. 

Palm Springs is located in southern California about 90 miles 
east of Los Angeles. Tahchevah Creek rises in the San Jacinto Moun- 
tains west of Palm Springs and flows eastward through a residential 
section and the south part of the business district, and thence south- 
eastward through a part of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation, 
Large damaging floods occurred in 1916, 1927, 1937, 1938, and 1941 to 
valuable residential and business properties in the area. There are no 
existing Federal improvements on 'Tahchevah Creek, although local 
interests have constructed minor and inadequate channel improve- 
ments. 

Local interests desire a detention reservoir, together with an im- 
proved outlet channel and underground conduit, to carry the water 
to a suitable point of disposal. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends improvement of Tahchevah 
Creek for flood control, to provide for a reservoir just below the mouth 
of Tahchevah Canyon and channel improvement along Tahchevah 
Creek to Baristo Creek. 

Local interests must agree prior to construction that they will (1) 
contribute in cash 5.8 percent of the cost of construction because of 
land enhancement, and that such contribution, presently estimated 
at $102,000, be paid either in a lump sum prior to commencement of 
construction or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent 
work items, in accordance with construction schedules as required by 
the Chief of Engineers, the final allocation of costs to be made after 
actual costs have been determined, and (2) prevent encroachment to 
the improved channel along Tahchevah Creek, and to the existing 
Baristo Creek channel from Tahchevah Creek to Sunrise Way. That 
is all in addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $2,210,000, of which 
$1,658,000 is Federal and $552,000 is non-Federal. Annual charges 
are estimated to be $60,100 Federal and $25,400 non-Federal, for a 
total of $85,500. Annual benefits are estimated to be $100,700, result- 
ing in a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.18 to 1. All estimates are based on 
February 1957 price levels. 

State and Federal agencies favor the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there would be no 
objection to the submission of the report to the Congress, it would 
recommend against authorization of the improvement as a Federal 
project, since it considers Federal participation in the cost of the im- 
provement of Tahchevah Creek is not warranted. At the request of 
the Bureau the views of the Department of the Army on this matter 
were forwarded to the Bureau after a comprehensive reexamination 
of the report. We recommended no change. 

Senator Kerr. You made no change in your recommendation ? 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Which is that you continue to recommend the 
project ? 
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Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 
(The justification follows :) 


GILA AND SALT RIverS, GILLESPIE DAM TO MCDOWELL DAMSITE, ARIZONA 
(H. Doe. 279, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—Gila River rises on the west slopes of the Continental Divide in 
western New Mexico, flows generally westerly across Arizona and discharges 
into the Colorado River at Yuma, Ariz. Salt River is tributary to Gila River 
at river mile 198 in central Arizona. Improvements were considered for the 
lower 46 miles of Salt River and for approximately 35 miles of Gila River below 
the mouth of Salt River, all in Maricopa County, Ariz, The Phoenix metro- 
politan area with a population of about 370,000 (1957) is located adjacent to 
Salt River at about river mile 16. 

Report authorized by-—Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938. 

Existing project.—There are no Federal flood control improvements in these 
river reaches and there are only minor non-Federal flood control improvements 
at Phoenix and along Salt River. 

Flood problem.—The Salt and Gila Rivers flow through major urban areas 
and large areas of irrigated agricultural land. About 4,000 acres of residential, 
commercial, and public property in Phoenix, Tempe, and South Phoenix, and 
31,000 acres of cultivated farmlands are subject to inundation. The riverbeds 
are infested with phreatophytes which reduce channel capacity and transpire 
tremendous amounts of water annually. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—3% miles of levee at Phoenix and 
Tempe. A 2,000-foot wide floodway would be cleared along a 34-mile reach of 
Salt River and a 43-mile reach of Gila River. Two short low-flow or pilot 
channels would be provided ; one in Salt River near Tempe and one in Gila River 
above Gillespie Dam. 


Lstimated cost (price level October 1957) 
Federal 
Non-Federal 


Total 8, 510, 000 


1Local interests to repay 25 percent of Federal construction costs ($825,000) in equal 
annual payments without interest for water conservation benefits, 


Project economics 
| 
| Federal | Non-Federal Total 





| | 
Annual charges: | 
Interest and amortization.................-.-- ind tdeatonc $118, 500 $7, 400 $125, 900 
Operation and maintenance | 0 53, 000 


i al tdicthdindtstnnmistinnmion petetatbntnt ness sanciditdal 118, 


Annual benefits: 
Flood damages prevented 
Water conservation 


Benefit-cost ratio.—2.0. 

Local cooperation—Provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way; pay for re- 
locations; maintain and operate; prevent channel encroachment; repay 25 
percent of Federal construction costs in 40 equal annual installments without 
interest (annual payments presently estimated at $20,625) for water conserva- 
tion benefits; hold and save the United States free from damages; adjust all 
water rights claims. Local interests have offered to cooperate. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of the Interior : Favorable. 
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. 
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Department of Commerce: Favorable. 
State of Arizona: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Budget had no objection to the 
submission of the proposed report to the Congress, but recommended that further 
flood-control authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal partici- 
pation be deferred until the Congress has had the opportunity to consider and 
enact the provisions of the legislation proposed by the President on uniform 
cost sharing standards for flood-protection projects. 


{S. 2875, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the construction of certain improvements in the interest of flood 


control and allied purposes on the Gila and Salt Rivers, Arizona, from Gillespie Dam 
to Granite Reef Dam, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for flood protection and allied 
purposes on the Gila and Salt Rivers, Arizona, from Gillespie Dam to Granite 
Reef Dam, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Mngineers in his report published as House Document Numbered 279, Eighty- 
sixth Congress. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
required to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D.C., March 14, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAtRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 22, 1960, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2875, a bill to authorize 
the construction of certain improvements in the interest of flood control and 
allied purposes on the Gila and Salt Rivers, Ariz., from Gillespie Dam to 
Granite Reef Dam, and for other purposes. 

The bill would authorize construction of a levee and channel improvement 
project on the Gila and Salt Rivers for flood control and water conservation 
substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in his report published 
in House Document 279, 86th Congress. 

In consideration of the water-conservation benefits, the project plan requires 
local interests to repay 25 percent of the total Federal cost of the project. How- 
ever, except for the costs for rights-of-way and high and utility relocations, local 
interests will bear none of the construction costs allocated to flood control. 

The President pointed out in his January budget message that it is essential 
that legislation be promptly enacted to establish a consistent basis for cost 
sharing on projects which provide flood protection benefits. Enactment of 8. 
2060, now pending before the Senate Public Works Committee, would meet that 
objective. In general, S. 2060 would require that identifiable non-Federal in- 
terests receiving flood control and flood protection benefits bear at least 30 per- 
cent of the project construction costs allocated to those purposes as well as 
all operation and maintenance costs assigned to those purposes. 

The project plan for the Gila and Salt Rivers which 8S. 2875 would authorize, 
requires local interests to bear the annual cost of operation and maintenance of 
the project. However, the cost of rights-of-way and relocations to be borne 
by local interests are not expected to exceed 8 percent of the construction cost 
allocated to flood control. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that consideration of 8. 
2875 be deferred until the Congress has had an opportunity to consider and take 
action on 8. 2060 which would establish uniform standards for local participa- 
tion in the costs of flood control works. 

Sincerely yours, 


PuHILurr 8. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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Marcu 25, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2875, 86th Congress, a bill to au- 
thorize the construction of certain improvements in the interest of flood control 
and allied purposes on the Gila and Salt Rivers, Ariz., from Gillespie Dam to 
Granite Reef Dam, and for other purposes. 

This bill would authorize the improvement of Gila and Salt Rivers, Ariz., 
for flood control and water conservation, to provide for the construction of levees 
between 40th Street, Phoenix, and Tempe Butte, Tempe, and channel improve- 
ments from Gillespie Dam to Granite Reef Dam, substantially as recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers in his report published as House Document No. 279, 
86th Congress. The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in 
the above-mentioned report are subject to certain conditions of local coopera- 
tion, including a requirement that, in consideration of water-conservation bene- 
fits, local interests agree to repay to the United States 25 percent of the total 
Federal construction cost of 40 equal annual payments without interest, be- 
ginning the first year after completion of the work. The amount of the annual 
payments is presently estimated at $20,625, subject to adjustment on the basis 
of actual cost. 

The Chief of Engineers, with my approval, has followed present policies and 
procedures in formulating the project recommended by him. However, the 
non-Federal share of the cost proposed for this project is less than that which 
would be required by S. 2060, now pending before your committee, a bill which 
would meet the objectives of the President’s recommendation for enactment 
of legislation to establish uniform cost sharing standards for flood control. The 
Department of the Army recommends that consideration of S. 2875 be deferred 
until the Congress has had an opportunity to consider and take action on 8S. 2060. 

Under S. 2875, the ultimate construction cost to the United States is estimated 
at $2,475,000. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report, it would recommend that further flood control 
authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal participation in proj- 
ect costs allocated to flood control be deferred until the Congress has had an 
opportunity to consider and take action on 8. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


Colonel Tarnox. The next project under consideration is for chan- 
nel improvement and levees to prevent flood damages and the loss of 
water supply in Maricopa County, Ariz., from Gillespie Dam to 
McDowell damsite on the Gila and Salt Rivers. Authority for the 
study is contained in section 6 of Public Law 71, approved June 28, 
1938. The report has been printed as House Document No, 279, 86th 
Congress, 2d session. There have been no prior reports on the area. 

The area under consideration comprises a major portion of the Gila 
River Basin. Within it is the greatest concentration of population 
and economic activity in the State, including Phoenix, the capital 
of the State. 

Flood control and water conservation problems are closely related in 
this area of rapid population growth and acute water needs. The 
growth of phreatophytes in the channels not only obstructs the flood- 
way, but also wastes vast quantities of water by evapo-transpiration. 

Various combinations of multiple-use storage, levees, and channel 
improvements were considered during the study. 

The plan recommended consists of channels 2,000 feet wide and 77 
miles long on the Gila and Salt Rivers from Granite Reef to Gillespie 
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Dam; short levees totaling 3.5 miles in length along the Salt River 
between Tempe Butte, Tempe, and 40th Street, Phoenix; and low- 
flow channels 50 feet wide from a point just downstream from the 
mouth of the Agua Fria River to Gillespie Dam and along a 9,000-foot 
reach upstream of the highway bridge at Tempe, a total length of 
about 29 miles. 

In addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation, local in- 
terests would be required to keep the flood channels of the Gila and 
Salt Rivers within the limits of the improvement free from encroach- 
ment; in consideration of water conservation benefits, to repay to the 
United States 25 percent of the total Federal construction cost in 40 
equal annual payments without interest, the exact amount of the an- 
nual payments, presently estimated at $20,625, to be adjusted on the 
basis of actual costs of construction; and to adjust all water rights 
claims resulting from construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
eo Korg 

‘he Chief of Engineers also recommends that the 160-acre limita- 
tion on the ownership of lands benefiting from the water conservation 
features of the project not be applied as a prerequisite for this project 
qualifying for interest-free funds, and that, in the event the 
McDowell Dam and Reservoir of the Bureau of Reclamation, in cen- 
tral Arizona, is constructed, the design thereof include consideration 
of additional flood control storage. 

The Maricopa Board of Supervisors has expressed willingness to 
participate in the plan. 

The estimated first cost of the plan is $3,300,000, Federal, of which 
25 percent, or $825,000 will be repaid in 40 years, and $210,000 non- 
Federal cost, for a total of $3,510,000. The resulting annual charges 
are $178,900, which with annual benefits of $354,000, result in a bene- 
fit-to-cost ratio of 2 to 1. 

The Departments of Interior, Commerce, and Agriculture, together 
with the State of Arizona, favor the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Congress, but recommends that further flood control 
authorizations requiring less than 30 percent non-Federal participa- 
tion be deferred until the Congress has had the opportunity to consider 
and enact the provisions of the legislation proposed by the President 
on uniform cost-sharing standards for flood protection projects, as 
contained in S. 2060. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


GLEASON CREEK, NEV. 
(Hl. Doc. 3858, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—In east-central Nevada. 

Report authorized by.—Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950. 

Existing project—There are no major Federal flood control improvements. 
Gully checks, contour trenches, a detention basin, and reseeding have been accom- 
plished by the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. Local 
interests have constructed a conduit system at Ely and minor channel improve- 
ments and revetment works. 

Flood problem.—The streams have little or no flow except during spring snow- 
melt or as a result of summer thunderstorms. Floods result principally from 
snowmelt and cause severe damage at Ely, a city with a population of 5,000. 
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Damages caused by the March 1945 flood are estimated at $230,000. Average 
annual damages are estimated at $41,500. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a reservoir on Gleason 
Creek, near Keystone, about 7 miles above Ely. 


Estimated cost (price level July 1958) 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
$18, 700 
300 


’ 





Total 24, 000 
Annual benefits: Prevention of flood damages.................|-----.-----..-].--.--.----.-- 32, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3. 

Local cooperation.—Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-way for con- 
struction; hold and save the United States free from damages; maintain and 
operate; bear cost of all alterations and construction of highway facilities and 
other structures and utilities; preserve and maintain existing channels’ 
capacities. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies. — 

Department of Interior: Favorable. 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. 
Federal Power Commission: Favorable. 
Public Health Service: Favorable. 
State of Nevada: Favorable. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 
to Congress. 


Colonel Tarsox. The next is Gleason Creek, Nev., for flood pro- 
tection of Ely, Nev. The survey was authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1950. 

Gleason Creek is located in east-central Nevada. It drains about 
73 square miles. Murry Creek joins Gleason Creek within the city 
limits of Ely and drains another 15 square miles. Floods expe- 
rienced in the area are chiefly of the snowmelt type and cause severe 
damage. 

No major Federal flood control improvements have been con- 
structed in this watershed. Gully checks, contour trenches, a deten- 
tion basin, and reseeding have been accomplished by the U.S. Forest 
Service and Bureau of Land Management. Local interests have con- 
structed a conduit system at Ely and minor channel improvements 
and revetment works. Local interests desire construction of a deten- 
tion reservoir on Gleason Creek for flood control. 

After careful consideration of the desires of local interests, the 
Chief of Engineers recommends the improvement of Gleason Creek 
for flood control by construction of a reservoir on Gleason Creek near 
Keystone, about 7 miles above Ely. 

In addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation, local inter- 
ests must agree, prior to construction, that they will preserve and 
maintain the stream channels through Ely to capacities existing in 
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1958 and adequately inform interests affected that the project does not 
provide protection against maximum floods. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $485,000, of which 
$450,000 is Federal and $35,000 is non-Federal. The annual charges 
are estimated to be $17,500 Federal and $6,500 non-Federal, or a total 
of $24,000. Annual benefits of $32,000 result in a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.3. All estimates are based on July 1958 price levels. 

The State of Nevada considers the project to be worthwhile and one 
that is vitally needed. The Departments of Interior, Agriculture, 
and Commerce, and the Federal Power Commission have no objection, 
The Public Health Service comments favorably on the project. The 


Bureau of the Budget has no objection to submission of the report to 
Congress. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you. Proceed. 
(The justification follows:) 


MAIN STEM OF THE R10 GRANDE ABOVE ELEPHANT Butte Dam, N. Mex. 
(S. Doe. 94, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—The Rio Grande rises on the eastern slopes of the Rocky Moun- 
tains above Creede, Colo., flows south through New Mexico, and forms the 
boundary of Texas between the United States and Mexico. The drainage area 
above Elephant Butte Dam, 158 miles below Albuquerque, is 26,400 square miles, 
most of which is in New Mexico. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution of the Senate Public Works Committee 
adopted June 28, 1956. 

Eevisting project.—The authorized Federal improvements which will reduce 
flooding in New Mexico from the Rio Grande are to be accomplished concur- 
rently by several agencies. The corps has completed Jemez Canyon Dam on 
Jemez River, is constructing Abiquiu Dam on the Rio Chama and levees for the 
Rio Grande Floodway in the Espanola and Middle Valleys, and is authorized 
to construct low Chamita Dam on the Rio Chama. The Bureau of Reclamation 
has completed Platoro Dam on the Conejos River in Colorado, is rectifying the 
Rio Grande Channel through the Espanola and Middle Valleys, is rehabilitating 
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District in the Middle Valley, and is au- 
thorized to construct the Wagon Wheel Gap Dam on the Rio Grande in Colorado. 
In addition, diversion channels are authorized for construction by the corps 
at Albuquerque and Socorro, to collect and divert floodflows originating on 
tributary arroyos in those areas. 

Flood problem.—Floods in the Middle Valley are of two types: the long 
duration, moderate magnitude spring flood originating from snowmelt in the 
headwaters; and short duration, large magnitude summer floods resulting from 
high intensity rainfall on local tributaries. Albuquerque is afforded partial 
protection by levees constructed as a unit of the authorized Rio Grande Floodway 
but a long-duration spring flood of 20,000 cubic feet per second, which is less 
than the maximum of record (modified by the authorized reservoirs), would 
cause the levees to start failing. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the plan for flood and 
sediment control in the Rio Grande by deletion of the authorized low Chamita 
Reservoir project on Rio Chama, the addition of Cochiti Reservoir on Rio Grande 
and Galisteo Reservoir on Galisteo Creek, and a reservoir regulation plan for the 
release of flood control storage. Cochiti Dam, an earthfill structure with reser- 
voir capacity of 492,000 acre-feet for flood control and 105,000 acre-feet reserved 
for sediment, is located about 50 miles above Albuquerque on the Rio Grande. 
Galisteo Dam, an earthfill structure with reservoir capacity of 117,000 acre-feet 
for flood control and 13,000 acre-feet reserved for sediment, would be con- 
structed on Galisteo Creek about 4 miles above its confluence with Rio Grande, 
which is about 10 miles below the Cochiti site. 
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Estimated cost 
[Price level November 1957] 


A reese 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


— 


Cochiti a one ------| $43, 408, 000 0 $43, 408, 000 
G@alisteo. ..-..---.- .------ 2-2-2 2 ne een nen enone eens 14, 887, 000 0 14, 887, 000 


0 58, 295, 000 


Cochiti Galisteo 





Annual charges: R “a 
Interest and amortization -_.- aie scegnachsiicuactamiaiaialiaeld pia deaeaa $1, 646, 478 $545, 704 
Operation and maintenance. - --.-.-.----------- nae mate auht 253, 522 59, 206 


Fas Linens ch ri - ‘ ; satis ob cbecaneeep eae $1, 900, 000 $405, 000 
Annual benefits: Flood damages prevented... .- alae celia dei $2, 475, 000 $695, 000 
Benefit-cost ratio. ...........--- Jee tin St atte te Rata 1.3 1.2 


Local cooperation.—None required for the improvements proposed. 
Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 
Department of Commerce: Favorable. 
Department of Agriculture: The Department objects to exchange of lands 
under its jurisdiction for Indian lands needed for recommended project. 
Department of Interior: The Department objects to any construction that 
would have an adverse effect on Bandolier National Monument; however, 
in case of authorization by Congress, it recommends the inclusion of a 
permanent pool for fish and wildlife and recreation purposes. 
Federal Power Commission: Favorable. 
Atomic Energy Commission: Favorable. 
Public Health Service: Favorable. 
State of Texas: Favorable. 
State of New Mexico: Favorable. 
State of Colorado: Favorable. 
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of the 
report to Congress. 


Colonel Tarsox. The next project, sir, is on the main stem of the 
Rio Grande above Elephant Butte Dam, in New Mexico. 

Senator Kerr. We have a statement here from Senator Johnson 
on this project. I would like for the Corps of Engineers to examine 
it and give us their comment on it in the morning. We will put it 
in the record at this place as a part of the hearings on this project. I 
would appreciate it if the corps would examine it and in the morning, 
tell us their reaction. 

(The statement and comments referred to follow :) 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.O., April 21, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chuirman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with your request I have received the 
statement submitted to your committee by Senator Lyndon B. Johnson on April 
20, 1960, in support of authorization of Cochiti and Galisteo Dams, N. Mex. 

Senator Johnson recommends inclusion of a reservoir regulation plan in the 
authorizing language for the construction of Cochiti and Galisteo Dams. The 
provisions of this plan are the same as those of the reservoir regulation plan 
recomended by the Chief of Engineers for these projects. In commenting on 
the Chief of Engineers’ recommendation the Governor of Texas indicated his 
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approval, with the proviso that the reservoir regulation plan be included in the 
authorizing legislation. No objection to this action has been expressed to the 
Corps of Engineers. Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers has no objection to 
Senator Johnson’s proposal. 
Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F. Cassipy, 
Major General, U.S. Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON BeroreE SENATE Pusitic Works 
CoMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF AUTHORIZATION OF COCHITI AND GALISTEO DAMs, 
N. MEx. 


Mr. Chairman, I submit a reservoir regulation plan for the operation of 
reservoirs for flood and sediment control of the Cochiti Reservoir, the Galisteo 
Reservoir, and all other reservoirs constructed by the Corps of Engineers as 
a part of the Middle Rio Grande project. 

I understand that the plan is included in the report to Congress on the Cochiti 
and Galisteo Dams and was agreed to by all parties concerned, including the 
States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, the Corps of Engineers, the El 
’aso County Water Improvement District No. 1, the Middle Rio Grande district, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and other interested Federal and State agencies, 

It further recommended that this language of the reservoir regulation plan 
be written into the authorizing legislation for the construction of these dams. 

In the light of the uniform recommendation of all parties concerned, I hope 
the committee will see fit to include the language of this plan in whatever 
authorizing legislation is approved. 


RIO GRANDE BASIN 


The project for improvement of the Rio Grande Basin is hereby authorized 
substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document 
No. 1, 86th Congress, at an estimated cost of $58,300,000. 

The approval granted above shall be subject to the following conditions and 
limitations: 

Cochiti Reservoir, Galisteo Reservoir, and all other reservoirs constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers as a part of the Middle Rio Grande project will be op- 
erated solely for flood control and sediment control, as described below: 

(a) The outflow from Cochiti Reservoir during each spring flood and there- 
after will be at the maximum rate of flow that can be carried at the time in 
the channel of Rio Grande through the middle valley without causing flooding 
of areas protected by levees or unreasonable damage to channel protective 
works; provided that, whenever during the months of July, August, September, 
and October there is more than 212,000 acre-feet of storage available for regu- 
lation of summer floods and the inflow to Cochiti Reservoir (exclusive of that 
portion of the inflow derived from upstream flood-control storage) is less than 
1,500 cubie feet per second, no water will be withdrawn from storage in Cochiti 
Reservoir and the inflow derived from upstream flood-control storage will be 
retained in Cochiti Reservoir. 

(b) Releases of water from Galisteo Reservoir and Jemez Canyon Reservoir 
during the months of July, August, September, and October will be limited to 
the amounts necessary to provide adequate capacity for control of subsequent 
summer floods; and such releases when made in these months, or thereafter, 
will be at the maximum rate practicable under the conditions at the time. 

(c) Subject to the foregoing, the storage of water in and the release of water 
from all reservoirs constructed by the Corps of Engineers as part of the Middle 
Rio Grande project will be done as the interests of flood and sediment control 
may dictate; provided that the Corps of Engineers will endeavor to avoid en- 
croachment on the upper 212,000 acre-feet of capacity in Cochiti Reservoir, and 
all reservoirs will be evacuated completely on or before March 31 of each year; 
and provided further that, when estimates of anticipated stream flow made by 
appropriate agencies of the Federal Government indicate that the operation of 
reservoirs constructed as a part of the Middle Rio Grande project may affect the 
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penefits accruing to New Mexico or Colorado under the provisions of the eighth 
unnumbered paragraph of article VI of the Rio Grande compact, releases from 
such reservoirs shall be regulated to produce a flow of 10,000 cubic feet per 
second at Albuquerque or such greater or lesser rate as may be determined by 
the Chief of Engineers at the time to be the maximum safe flow, whenever such 
operation shall be requested by the Rio Grande compact commissioner for New 
Mexico or the commissioner for Colorado, or both, in writing prior to commence- 
ment of such operation. 

(d) All reservoirs of the Middle Rio Grande project will be operated at all 
times in the manner described above in conformity with the Rio Grande com- 
pact, and no departure from the foregoing operation schedule will be made except 
with the advice and consent of the Rio Grande Compact Commission ; provided, 
that whenever the Corps of Engineers determines that an emergency exists 
affecting the safety of major structures or endangering life and shall so advise 
the Rio Grande Compact Commission in writing, these rules of operation may 
be suspended during the period of and to the extent required by such emergency. 

(e) The foregoing regulations shall not apply to storage capacity which may 
be allocated to permanent pools for recreation and fish and wildlife propaga- 
tion; provided that the water required to fill and maintain such pools is ob- 
tained from sources entirely outside the drainage basin of the Rio Grande. 

Colonel Tarsox. Yes, sir. 

This is an interim report on the main stem of the Rio Grande, con- 
sidering modification of the existing flood control project for the main 
stem of the Rio Grande above Elephant Butte Dam, N. Mex. This 
report was prepared in partial response to a resolution of the Senate 
Public Works Committee, adopted June 28, 1956. 

The authorized Federal improvements which will reduce flooding in 
New Mexico from the Rio Grande are to be accomplished concurrently 
by several agencies. The corps has completed Jemez Canyon Dam on 
Jemez River, is constructing Abiquiu Dam on the Rio Chama and 
levees for the Rio Grande floodway in the Espanola and Middle Val- 
leys, and is authorized to construct the low Chamita Dam on the Rio 
Chama. The Bureau of Reclamation has completed Platoro Dam 
on the Conejos River in Colorado, is rectifying the Rio Grande chan- 
nel through the Espanola and Middle Valleys, is rehabilitating the 
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District in the Middle Valley, and 
is authorized to construct the Wagon Wheel Gap Dam on the Rio 
Grande in Colorado. In addition, diversion channels are authorized 
for construction by the corps at Albuquerque and Socorro to collect 
and divert floodflows originating on tributary arroyos in those areas. 

Local interests desire alleviation of the flood and sediment problems 
along the main stem of the Rio Grande by means of dams and reser- 
voirs, levees and channel rectification, and channel scour through the 
use of controlled releases, 

After careful consideration of the desires of the local interests, the 
Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the plan for flood and 
sediment control on the Rio Grande by deletion of the authorized low 
Chamita Reservoir project on Rio Chama, the addition of Cochiti 
Reservoir on Rio Grande, and Galisteo Reservoir on Galisteo Creek, 
and a reservoir regulation plan for the release of flood control storage. 
Cochiti Dam, an earthfill structure with reservoir capacity of 492,000 
acre-feet for flood control and 105,000 acre-feet reserved for sediment, 
is located about 50 miles above Albuquerque on the Rio Grande. 
Galisteo Dam, an earthfill structure with reservoir capacity of 117,000 
acre-feet for flood control and 13,000 acre-feet reserved for sediment, 
would be constructed on Galisteo Creek about 4 miles above its con- 
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fluence with Rio Grande, which is about 10 miles below the Cochiti 
site. 

No local cooperation is required. 

Estimated cost of the proposed modification is $58,295,000 of which 
$43,408,000 is for Cochiti om and Reservoir and $14,887,000 is for 
Galisteo Dam and Reservoir. The annual charges for Cochiti are 
$1,900,000, the annual benefits are $2,475,000, and the benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.3to1. The annual charges for Galisteo are $605,000, the annual 
benefits are $695,000, and the Souiiibeuh ratio is 1.2to1. 

The States of New Mexico, Colorado, and Texas, and the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, the Public Health Service, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Federal Power Commission have commented 
favorably on the project. The Department of Agriculture objected to 
the exchange of Federal land under its jurisdiction for Indian land 
needed for the recommended project. The Department of Interior 
objected to any construction that would have an adverse effect on 
Bandolier National Monument; if construction of the recommended 
reservoirs is authorized by Congress, it would recommend the inclu- 
sion of a permanent pool for fish and wildlife and recreation purposes, 

A copy of the Bureau of the Budget comments were received by 
the Corps of Engineers on April 19, 1960, yesterday. The Bureau of 
the Budget had noted that the problem exists with respect to the 
acquisition of several thousand acres of Pueblo Indian lands required 
for the construction of Cochiti and Galisteo Reservoirs. The Chief 
of Engineers has considered that a solution to the problem could be 
obtained prior to initiation of the construction; if necessary, by spe- 
cial enabling legislation. The Bureau of the Budget has requested 
the Secretary of Interior to study the problem in cooperation with 
the Department of Army and to negotiate an agreement with the In- 
dians. The Bureau of the Budget also notes that the Secretary of 
the Army recommends deferral of authorization of this project modi- 
fication until after Congress has had an opportunity to consider and 
take action on S. 2060, since, under the proposed project, local inter- 
ests would contribute less than the proportion which would be re- 
quired by that bill. The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to 
the submission of the report. 

Senator Kerr. But they do object to the recommendation that you 
ene here, and as t endear it the Secretary of the Army 
objects. 

Colonel Tarsox. The Secretary of the Army recommends deferral 
of authorization until after consideration of S. 2060. 

Senator Kerr. But he does not object to it? 

Colonel Tarsox. He approves the report but recommends the de- 
ferral of the authorization. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


Las VEGAS WASH AND TRIBUTARIES, NEVADA 


Location.—In southern Nevada on the northwest side of Lake Mead. 

Report authorized by.—Public Law 479, 82d Congress, 2d session, approved 
July 9, 1952. 

Haisting project.—No Federal project. 

Flood problem.—Since the channels throughout the improved parts of the 
flood plain are not well defined, practically all floods cause appreciable damage. 
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Recommended plan of improvement.—A diversion levee west of North Las 
Vegas and Las Vegas, connecting to a detention basin southwest of Las Vegas, 
with an outlet channel extending eastward from the detention basin to Las 
Vegas Wash; a diversion levee west of McCarran Field; a diversion levee along 
Power Line Road south of Nellis Air Force Base; and a detention basin south 
of Henderson, with an outlet channel extending northward from the detention 
basin to a point northeast of the city. It is further recommended that construc- 
tion of any of the three units may be undertaken independently of the other 
whenever funds for that purpose are available and the prescribed local co- 
operation has been provided. 


Estimated cost (price level of 1959) 


I aca asessn eccare eg oven einiph ma waa ts soe ainsi apse Mi gaeeciigi egal $13, 410, 000 
BOOT oo ci tc cece cs spawns bel nemepieecsnipme ae 4, 930, 000 
ROUHE: 5 ons oss iii Bien aneeueedanae te abana 18, 340, 000 


Project economics 








Federal Non-Federal Total 
Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization $487, 000 $282, 700 $769, 700 
Operation and maintenance. _- 54, 000 5A, 000 
Total. __ 487, 000 336, 700 823, 700 
Annual benefits: Damages prevented_ ater 980, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. 

Local cooperation —(a) Furnish without cost to the United States all lands 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; (b) ac- 
complish without cost to the United States all alterations and relocations of 
existing improvements, exclusive of railroad facilities, which may be required 
for construction of the project; (c) hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction works; (d@) maintain and operate each usable 
element of the works after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Army; and (e) establish and enforce flood-channel 
limits and regulations for the preservation of the flood capacities of the recom- 
mended channels and detention basins. They are willing to meet the require- 
ments of local cooperation. 

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.— 

Federal Power Commission: Favorable. 
State of Nevada: Favorable. 


Colonel Tarsox. My next project concerns Las Vegas Wash and 
tributaries, Nevada. The report was prepared in response to Public 
Law 479, 82d Congress, 2d session. 

Las Vegas Wash is in southern Nevada on the northwest side of 
Lake Mead, into which it drains, and has a contributing watershed of 
1,590 square miles. The population of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, 
and Henderson are estimated at 56,000, 15,500 and 13,500, respec- 
tively, in 1959. There is no existing Federal project. 

The channels throughout the improved parts of the flood plain are 
not well defined. Practically all floods cause appreciable damage. 
Records indicate that the most serious floods are caused by thunder 
storms of limited area extent, rather than by general widespread 
storms. 

Local interests desire elimination of the flood hazard in the Las 
Vegas area. They believe that the construction of levees and channel 
improvements would prevent the large property damages and busi- 
ness losses resulting from the frequent floods during the past few 
years, 

44845—60—pt. 3-12 
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After careful consideration of the flood problems and the desires 
of the local interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends improve- 
ments for flood control along tributaries of Las Vegas Wash in the 
vicinity of Las Vagas, North Las Vegas, and Hendersor, Nev., to 
consist of: a diversion levee west of North Las Vegas and Las Vegas, 
connecting to a detention basin southwest of Las Vegas, with an 
outlet channel extei:ding eastward from the detention basin to Las 
Vegas Wash; a diversion levee west of McCarran Field; a diversion 
levee along Power Line Road south of Nellis Air Force Base; and a 
detention basin south of Henderson, with an outlet channel extending 
northward from the detention basin to a point northeast of the city, 
The Chief of Engineers recommends further that construction of 
any one of three units may be undertaken independently of the others, 
whenever funds for that purpose are available, and the prescribed 
local cooperation has been provided. 

In addition to the usual provisions of local cooperation, local inter- 
ests are required to establish and enforce flood channel limits and 
regulations for the preservation of the flood capacity of the recom- 
mended channels and detention basins. They are willing to meet the 
requirements of local cooperation. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $18,340,000, of 
which $13,410,000 is Federal, and $4,930,000 is non-Federal. 

The total annual charges are $823,700, and the annual benefits are 
estimated at $980,000, giving a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2. 

The State of Nevada favors the project. 

Comments have not been received from Federal agencies, except 
the Federal Power Commission, nor from the Bureau of the Budget. 


That completes my statement. That is the last of the surveys that 
I have to present. 
_ Senator Kerr. We will now recess until 9:30 o’clock in the morn- 
ing. 

(Whereupon at 5 _ the subcommittee recessed to reconvene at 


9 :30 a.m., Thursday, April 21, 1960.) 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 21, 1960 


U.S. Senate, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
F Loop Controt—Rivers anp Harpors, 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:40 a.m., in room 
4200, Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present : Senators Kerr (presiding), Randolph, Muskie, Lusk, Case, 
and Cooper. 
Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We have with us this morning Congressman Wright, of Texas, who 
desires to speak with reference to two projects, the Big Fossil Creek 
project and the extension of the Fort Worth Floodway. 


BIG FOSSIL CREEK PROJECT AND EXTENSION OF THE FORT WORTH 
FLOODWAY 


STATEMENT OF JAMES C. WRIGHT, JR., A. REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing today in behalf of 
two badly needed flood control projects in the area of Metropolitan 
Fort Worth, where devastating floods in 1957 drove some 4,000 peo- 
ple from their homes and inflicted damages in excess of $5 million. 

Senator Kerr. Do we have a map of that area? We had those the 
‘i yesterday, Big Fossil Creek and the Fort Worth Floodway. 

r. Wricut. May I inquire, have you heard the report of the Engi- 
neers on these two projects ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

oe — Very well, I think that I can make my presentation 
very brief. 

n five separate occasions since the devastating flood of 1957, which 
my colleague Mr. Edmondson and I had the privilege of investigat- 
ing, heavy rains have inundated residential areas and forced residents 
to flee from their houses and to suffer agonizing and disheartening 
losses of their cherished belongings. There are two areas in particular 
where the citizens live in constant dread of the calamitous recurrence 
of these events. 

Engineering surveys have been completed in both of these areas 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and remedial works have been 
recommended. ‘The proposals are known as the Big Fossil Creek 
project and the extension of the Fort Worth Floodway. Senator 
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Johnson, I believe, presented a statement to this committee yesterday 
in behalf of both projects. 

First as to Big Fossil Creek. Big Fossil Creek, a tributary of the 
West Fork of the Trinity River, drains an area of approximately 75 
square miles and runs directly through the residential community of 
Richland Hills before it spills into the Trinity. 

Directly in the flood plain lie some 30 city blocks of primarily 
residential development with an estimated value of some $5 million. 
Acorrding to engineering estimates, a recurrence of the record flood 
would cause damages of approximately a million dollars. 

On page 22 of the committee report published by the House Com- 
mittee on Public Works following the 1957 floods is a picture of a part 
of this residential area as it lay defenseless, directly in the path of 
the spreading floodwaters. 

I have here a copy of the Fort Worth Star Telegram of October 
2, 1959, on the front page of which appears a photograph showing 
some of the 125 homes in this Richland Hills area which was con- 
verted into a lake for the sixth consecutive time by the flood of last 
October. 

The Chief of Engineers has recommended the construction of chan- 
nel improvement works to remove this danger. He estimates the cost 
at, $2,229,000, of which $437,600 would be borne by local interests. 
There has been no question of economic justification, as the benefit- 
cost ratio is calculated at 1.4 to 1. 

Next as to Fort Worth Floodway extension. A second residential 
area in which a serious flood problem exists is in a 7-mile stretch 
between the Lake Worth Dam and the western extremity of the exist- 
ing Fort Worth Floodway. Developments in this flood plain are 
within the corporate limits of Fort Worth, Westworth Village, and 
River Oaks. 

The area of primary danger includes various business establish- 
ments, street and highway crossings, a portion of Carswell Air Force 
Base, several residential development areas, and a Federal fish 
hatchery. Property lying directly in the flood plain is valued at $12 
million. 

On page 25 of the same committee print is a picture of a residential 
street in the Sunset Acres addition where 250 homes in this section 
were affected by the 1957 flood. 

Under existing conditions, it is estimated that a recurrence of that 
flood would cause damages in excess of $2 million today. Average 
annual damages are estimated at $297,000. 

The Chief of Engineers has recommended that the Fort Worth 
Floodway be extended upstream on the West Fork of the Trinity 
toward the Lake Worth Dam to protect this area from the existing 
peril. The estimated cost of the project is $5,343,000. Local interests 
would bear $3,102,000 of the cost. ‘The project fully meets the corps 
criteria of economic justification. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, both Senators from 
Texas and I have been working feverishly in an attempt to secure the 
full clearance of all administrative agencies in time for approval by 
the Congress in this omnibus bill. We had hoped that final adminis- 
trative clearance would be achieved by this date. 
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Both projects have been reviewed and approved by the district 
engineer, by the division engineer, by the Chief of Engineers, and by 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. They now are in 
the process of securing formal approval by all interested parties, to 
and including the Bureau of the Budget. 

If we should be required to wait for the next omnibus authorization 
bill, a beginning on these urgently and immediately needed improve- 
ments would be delayed for probably a minimum of 2 and perhaps 3 
or 4 years. 

In view of the urgency and the immediate need in these two in- 
stances, we earnestly hope that you will give favorable consideration 
to their approval, contingent if necessary upon the receipt of favorable 
reports from the remaining agencies. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. We appreciate your state- 
ment. Weare deeply interested in your project. The evidence before 
us indicates that the value in the Forth Worth Floodway area is up 
above $12 million. And the project has been set up on the basis of a 
very high local participation which recommends it to us from the 
standpoint of manifestation of interest on the part of your people 
there. We are awaiting a report both from the Department of Agri- 
culture and the Bureau of the Budget, and from the Governor of 
Texas, and if you will nudge the Governor about his report, we will 
nudge the Budget Buerau and see if we can persuade them to give us 
a report. 

Mr. Wrient. I will be very grateful for that, and all of my people 
will. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 


I see Mr. Pearl is here. He has to go before the Armed Services 
Committee, and we will move him ahead of schedule. 

We will make as a part of the record here a letter received March 7, 
1960, by the chairman of the full committee. 

(The letter dated March 4, 1960, is as follows :) 


INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, 
Walla Walla, Wash., March 4, 1960. 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR CHAVEZ: It is my understanding that your committee now has 
under consideration S. 579, a bill authorizing the Secretary of the Army to sell 
land to port districts on the reservoir pools at Federal dams. It is also my 
understanding that your committee will hold hearings on this legislation begin- 
ning on about March 7, 1960. 

This association, since 1957, when a bill was enacted to authorize the sale 
of such lands to the port of Walla Walla, has been spearheading action for 
passage of such a bill which would permit such sale to all port districts of the 
Nation as well as to all those in the Pacific Northwest. This, as you know, 
would permit the purchase of Federal property at dam and reservoir projects 
for port development which is now only authorized for leasing purposes and any 
fee title must be handled by special bills. 

Having now heard from various agencies of Government concerned, as well 
as the Bureau of the Budget, regarding suggested changes in the original legis- 
lation, our group has agreed to accept the amendments submitted by the various 
agencies and believes the legislation to be in the general public interest on a 
national basis. 

At our recent 26th annual convention, held in Lewiston, Idaho, on November 
2 and 3, 1959, favorable action was taken in this matter. Also, at a meeting of 
the MeNary Pool Ports Association, held in Walla Walla on February 29, 1690, 
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they reaffirmed their position favoring the legislation and also accepted the 
amendments as recommended by the respective Government agencies. 

The McNary Pool Ports Association, as you probably know, was the original 
group to propose such legislation when first considered. We are not cognizant 
of any opposition to S. 579; and, therefore, request that the hearings as well as 
consideration by the Senate will be expedited to insure passage of this legisla- 
tion during the current session of Congress. Also, we respectfully request that 
this letter be made a part of the record of the hearings covering such legislation, 

Respectfully submitted. 

HERBERT G. WEST, 
Executive Vice President. 


8. 579, AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF ARMY TO SELL LANDS AT DAM AND 
RESERVOIR PROJECTS 


{The report of the Bureau of the Budget, dated June 10, 1959, the 
report of the Department of the Army, dated June 23, 1959, together 
with an attachment entitled, “A Bill,” and a letter from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior dated February 8, 1960, with attachment S. 579 
follows :) 


[S. 579, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Army to sell lands at dam and reservoir projects 
for port development, or recreational or industrial facilities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, whenever the Secretary of the Army determines that the development of 
public port or recreational facilities, or industrial facilities on land, which is 
part of a dam and reservoir project under his jurisdiction, will be in the public 
interest and in furtherance of the objectives and purposes of the project, he may, 
except as provided in section 2 of this Act, convey such land to a political sub- 
division of a State or to a port district, port authority, or other body created by 
a State or through a compact between two or more States, for the purpose of de- 
veloping or encouraging the development of any or all of such facilities. In any 
case where two or more political subdivisions of, or bodies created by, a State 
seek to obtain the same land, the Secretary of the Army shall give preference 
to that political subdivision or body whose intended use of the land will best pro- 
mote the purposes for which the project of which such land is a part was 
authorized. 

Sec. 2. In the case of any land— 

(1) the development of which is determined to be in the public interest by 
the Secretary of the Army as provided in the first section of this Act, and 
(2) which is being used at the time of such determination by an industrial 
facility, 
such land shall, prior to being made available for conveyance in accordance with 
the first section of this Act, be made available for conveyance, within a reason- 
able period of time as determined by the Secretary of the Army and in accord- 
ance with the following provisions of this Act, to the operator of such industrial 
facility. 

Sec. 38. Any conveyance authorized by this Act shall be made at the fair 
market value as determined by the Secretary of the Army, and upon condition 
that the property shall be utilized only in accordance with the provisions of the 
first section of this Act. The Secretary of the Army shall include in the deed 
of any such conveyance any terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions he 
determines to be necessary for the development, maintenance, or operation of 
the project involved and as may otherwise be in the public interest or necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Src. 4. Prior to the conveyance of any land under the provisions of this Act 
the Secretary of the Army shall give such public notice as may be reasonably 
necessary to give all interested eligible bodies in the general vicinity of such 
land an opportunity to apply for the purchase of such land. 

Sec. 5. The proceeds from any conveyance made under the provisions of this 
Act shall be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget on S. 579, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to sell lands at dam and reservoir projects for port development, or recreational 
or industrial facilities. 

The purpose of this bill is clearly stated in its title. 

The Secretary of the Army, in a report which will be submitted shortly to 
your committee on 8. 579, recommends a substitute draft bill. We have been 
advised that the General Services Administration would have no objection to 
enactment of the proposed substitute draft bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes the Department of the Army draft bill 
constitutes a desirable revision of 8. 579 and would not object to enactment of 
8.579 if amended as recommended by the Secretary of the Army. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiu §. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislatiwe Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 579, 86th Congress, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Army to sell lands at dam and reservoir projects to State 
and local agencies for port development, or recreational or industrial facilities. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill, the 
purpose of which is stated in its title. The Chief of Engineers, under the super- 
vision of the Secretary of the Army, is authorized under the act to December 
22, 1944, as amended (58 Stat. 887, 68 Stat. 1266), to construct, maintain, and 
operate public parks and recreational facilities in Department of the Army 
reservoir areas. That act also authorizes the Secretary to grant leases and 
licenses for park and recreational purposes with preference to Federal, State, 
or local governmental agencies which may also be granted use of property, 
without monetary consideration, for any public purpose whenever the Secretary 
determines it to be in the public interest. The use of lands at dam and reser- 
voir projects may also be granted by the Secretary of the Army under authority 
of title 10, United States Code, sections 2667, 2668, and 2669, upon receipt of 
adequate consideration. 

It has always been the policy of the Secretary of the Army to continuously and 
vigorously review requirements at all projects under his jurisdiction and to make 
available any parts thereof that can either be disposed of as no longer required 
or leased when not for the time being required. Recognizing the benefits to be 
derived from public facilities at reservoir projects, their development by inter- 
ested States and local agencies has been encouraged under leases granted pur- 
suant to the authority cited above, which is adequate for that purpose. 

When land is no longer required for any departmental use it is reported 
to the Administrator of General Services for reassignment or disposal in ac- 
cordance with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(63 Stat. 877). Although the Federal Property Act was amended by the act 
of July 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 288), to authorize the negotiated disposal of real 
property in specified circumstances, including sales to States and their political 
subdivisions, there is no statutory authority te grant an absolute priority for 
the sale of real property to States and local agencies for port and industrial 
development or recreational use. S. 579 would provide the Secretary of the 
Army with legislative authority for that specific purpose. 

The Bureau of the Budget, General Services Administration, and the Depart- 
ment of the Army have agreed that, if property is to be disposed of in order 
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to permit its use in the furtherance of Department of the Army program objec- 
tives, specific legislation would be desirable. However, the means whereby Fed- 
eral agencies, the States, and private organizations and groups can effect 
maximum utilization of outdoor recreation resources is being studied by the 
National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission established by 
the Outdoor Recreational Resources Review Act on June 28, 1958 (72 Stat. 
238). In the meantime, as indicated above, State and local agencies are being 
encouraged to develop public recreational facilities on lands made available 
under lease. It is therefore considered desirable to defer consideration of 
the proposal to authorize sale of lands for recreational development pending 
the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

Accordingly, if your committee considers it to be in the public interest to 
authorize the Secretary of the Army to sell lands at water resource develop- 
ment projects under his jurisdiction for the development of public ports or 
industrial purposes, this Department would have no objection thereto. How- 
ever, in order to assure a realization of the objectives outlined above, it is 
recommended that the enclosed draft bill be substituted for S. 579. 

The full fiscal implications of this bill cannot be ascertained but it is antie- 
ipated that administration would have no material effect on the budgetary re- 
quirements of the Department of the Army. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Army to sell land at water resources develop- 
ment projects under his jurisdiction to State and local agencies for the development of 
port or industrial facilities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That whenever the Secretary of the 
Army, upon recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, determines that not- 
withstanding the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended, with respect to disposal of surplus 
real property, (1) the development of public port or industrial facilities on 
land which is part of a water resource development project under his jurisdic- 
tion will be in the public interest; (2) that such development will not interfere 
with the operation and maintenance of the project; and (3) that disposition 
of the property for these purposes under this Act will serve the objectives of 
the project within which the land is located, he may convey the land by quit- 
claim deed to a State, political subdivision thereof, port district, port authority, 
or other body created by the State or through a compact between two or more 
States for the purpose of developing or encouraging the development of such 
facilities. In any case, where two or more political subdivisions of, or bodies 
created by, a State or group of States, seek to obtain the same land, the Secre- 
tary of the Army shall give preference to that political subdivision or body 
whose intended use of the land will, in his opinion, best promote the purposes 
for which the project involved was authorized. 

Sec. 2. Any conveyance authorized by this Act shall be made at the fair 
market value of the land, as determined by the Secretary of the Army, upon 
condition that the property shall be used for one of the purposes stated in the 
first section of this Act only, and subject to such other conditions, reservations 
and restrictions as the Secretary may determine to be necessary for the develop- 
ment, maintenance, or operation of the project or otherwise in the public interest. 

Sec. 3. Prior to the conveyance of any land under the provisions of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Army shall, in the manner he deems reasonable, give public 
notice of the proposed conveyance and afford an opportunity to interested 
eligible bodies in the general vicinity of the land to apply for its purchase. 

Src. 4. The Secretary of the Army may delegate any authority conferred upon 
him by this Act to any officer or employee of the Department of the Army. Any 
such officer or employee shall exercise the authority so delegated under rules 
and regulations approved by the Secretary. 

Sec. 5. The proceeds from any conveyance made under the provisions of this 
Act shall be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Hon. DENNIS CHaAvez Washington, D.C., February 8, 1960. 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR CuAvEzZ: This is in reply to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 579, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Army to sell lands 
at dam and reservoir projects for port development, or recreational or industrial 
facilities. 

We would not object to the enactment of this bill, if amended as suggested 
below. 

S$. 579 would authorize the Secretary of the Army to convey land which is 
part of a dam and reservoir project under his jurisdiction to a political sub- 
division of a State for the development of public port facilities, public recre- 
ational facilities, or industrial facilities. The Secretary could make such a 
conveyance only when he had determined that such development would be in 
the public interest. Where more than one subdivision sought to obtain the 
same land, the Secretary would give preference to the entity whose intended use 
would best promote the purposes for which the project embracing the land was 
authorized. When land was being used by an industrial facility at the time 
when the Secretary determined upon conveyance, it would be first made available 
for conveyance to the operator of that existing industrial facility. Conveyances 
under 8. 579 would be made at fair market value as determined by the Secretary 
of the Army and subject to requirements as to use. Conditions for the protec- 
tion of the dam and reservoir project would be included in the deed of con- 
veyance. Public notice would be given before any conveyance is made. Pro- 
ceeds under S. 579 would be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

This legislation is, of course, of primary importance to the Department of the 
Army and only of incidental importance to this Department. We would, there- 
fore, generally speaking, support the views of that other Department on S. 579. 
There are, however, certain points with respect to this legislation which we 
wish to bring to your attention. 

We believe that 8S. 579 should make no reference to recreational facilities, 
and accordingly recommend the deletion of the words “or recreational” from 
both the title and page 1, line 5. We understand that the Department of the 
Army has prepared a redraft of S. 579 similarly omitting all reference to 
recreational facilities. 

The bill draws no distinction between the disposal of acquired lands and the 
disposal of public domain lands. If S. 579 is given favorable consideration by 
your committee, we recommend that it be amended to require that at least the 
sale of any public domain lands shall require the concurrence of the Secretary 
of the Interior. A failure to do this will render this legislation inconsistent 
with existing statutes. At present, the Administrator of General Services is 
responsible for the disposal of surplus real property of the United States. 
However, the public domain is expressly excluded from his authority and 
responsibility for its disposal reposes in the Secretary of the Interior. We 
believe that this policy of centralizing disposal authority in these two officers 
has been a great improvement over the previous practice of spreading disposal 
authority among a large number of different officers. We do not think that this 
hew policy should be abandoned. 

The distinction can be properly drawn between the outright disposal of land 
and permitting the use of land. It is appropriate for the managing agency to 
be authorized to permit other parties to make use of real property, such as by 
granting leases and easements, but the conveyance of title to federally owned 
property should require at least the concurrence of agencies having overall 
disposal responsibility. Laws governing the disposal of Federal real property 
should be consistent and should not overlap. 

Subject to the above comments, we would not object to the enactment of 
8. 579, if the Department of the Army should think it desirable. In the event 
that this authority is given to that Department, we see no reason why similar 
authority should not be granted to this Department with respect to reclamation 
projects and dams. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER F. BENNETT, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 
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HELLER, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY 


Mr. Peary. Mr. Chairman, S. 579 would authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to sell lands at dam and reservoir projects under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of the Army whenever he determines 
that it would be in the public interest and in the furtherance of the 
objectives and purposes of the project to sell such lands for recre- 
ational, industrial, or port development. 

The Department of. the Army is not opposed to the principle of 
the bill, except to the extent that the bill would authorize the sale 
of lands for park and recreational purposes. 

As indicated in the departmental report from the Secretary of the 
Army, dated June 23, 1959, the Department of the Army, the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, and the General Services Administration have 
agreed that it would be logical to have this additional authority for 
the Secretary of the Army to be able to sell land where it is to be 
used in the furtherance of project development and objectives. But, 
because of the study that has been undertaken by the National Out- 
door Recreational Resources Review Commission, the Department 
believes there should be no action at the present time on that part of 
the bill that would permit the sale of lands for recreational purposes. 

It is the feeling of the executive branch that this Commission is 
going to review all of these matters of recreational use with particular 
reference to the financial arrangements or apportionment of financial 
responsibility between States and the Federal Government and that 
therefore, nothing should be done at this time to change the law. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have adequate authority to lease 
lands to States for recreational use. In those instances where it has 
been necessary, because the State has been unable to develop facilities 
because it did not have fee title, legislation has been enacted speci- 
fically authorizing the sale of the land that was needed for construc- 
tion or to permit financing projects. 

There has been no great inconvenience suffered by anybody by 
the lack of this continuing authority to convey. We think that it 
should be deferred pending the report of the Commission. 

We have gotten together with the General Services Administra- 
tion and the Bureau of the Budget and we have agreed upon a substi- 
tute draft bill which is appended to the departmental report. We 
recommend its adoption by the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Would it do substantially what this bill does? 

Mr. Peart. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Why would you be in position to recommend that 
bill at this time and at the same time be in the posture of recommend- 
ing postponement of the consideration of the bill before us until a 
report of some review agency or commission is available? 

Mr. Prart. Well, sir, the bill that that we have recommended does 
not permit sale for recreational purposes. It would permit the sale 
of lands only for the development of port or industrial facilities. For 
this there is no present authority. 

Senator Kerr. You mean sales for industrial facilities—the sale to 
a political subdivision of the State? 

Mr. Prart. Yes, sir. For example, up at McNary Dam there has 
been some interest generated by industry, and they cannot get located 
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there unless they get fee title to the land. There is no present author- 
ity whereby the land can be made available to a port commission, for 
example, or a municipality or a State agency, to make the land avail- 
able for industrial port development. This would fill that gap. 

The only thing that our bill does not provide is sale for recreational 
purposes. 

Senator Kerr. When do you think that the report to which you re- 
fer as being in the status of development might be available? 

Mr. Peart. The Outdoor Review Commission report? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Prarv. Under the act that created the National Outdoor Rec- 
reational Resources Review Commission of June 28, 1958, the Com- 
mission is obligated to make a report in September 1961. 

Senator Kerr. Al} right, Mr. Pearl, are there any questions ? 

Senator Casr. Mr. Pearl, how far can the Army go in taking land 
for a flood control project and a navigation and harbor project, that 
is, under the guise of taking it for that purpose, and to condemn pri- 
vate property for the purpose of reselling it for industrial and recrea- 
tional purposes ? 

Mr. Peart. We would not do that, Senator Case. As you know, 
in October 1953, the Department of the Interior and the Department 
of the Army i ts a joint acquisition policy at which time an 


effort was made to reduce to the bare minimum the lands to which fee 
title would be taken by the Government, so that, since October 1953, 
any projects that were undertaken after that time, it is questionable 
as to whether or not we would have any land in this category. 


Primarily, lands in this category would be at projects for which 
acquisition had been initiated prior to October 1953. 

Senator Casr. So that this bill would apply only to lands which 
were taken prior to October 1953? 

Mr. Praru. No, sir. I say, primarily, that is where it would de- 
velop. Today, under the criteria that is used for land acquisition 
we generally acquire the fee title up to the 5-year, flood-frequency 
line, for example, and we do not acquire the fee title except where we 
think we need it. 

Senator Casr. You would take it on the basis of the 5-year flood 
frequency ¢ 

Mr. Praru. Yes, sir. 

_ Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask permission to 
insert a copy of the October 1953 agreement between the Corps of 
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation into the record at this 
point. 

Senator Lusk (presiding). Very well. 

(The October 1953 agreement follows :) 


[Published in Federal Register of December 23, 1954, vol. 19, p. 8845] 
JOINT POLICY—LAND ACQUISITION 
RESERVOIR PROJECTS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


1. Lands to be acquired in fee.—The fee title will be acquired to the following 
lands: 

a. Lands necessary for permanent structures. 

b. Lands below the top of the pool elevation for storing water for navigation, 
power, irrigation, and other conservation purposes. 
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ce. Fee title in general will be acquired to all land 300 feet horizontally from 
the edge of the conservation pool described in paragraph 1b. In those projects 
where the topography is precipitous, or where the topography is unusually flat, 
and where such discretionary action is desirable, fee title may be acquired to 
those lands which are included in the 5-year flood frequency rather than 300 
feet horizontally. 

d. Additional lands which may be needed to provide for limited public use and 
reasonable access in accordance with applicable laws, or for operation and 
maintenance of the project. 

e. Lands covered by the exception noted in paragraph 2f. 

2. Lands for which easements are to be acquired.——Eastments will be acquired 
to the following lands: 

a. Additional reservoir lands needed for flowage in reservoir areas above 
those described in paragraph 1c. 

b. Lands in reservoir areas of navigation only projects. 

ec. Lands in reservoir areas of flood control only projects which do not pro- 
vide conservation pools. 

d. Lands required for a relatively short time for temporary structures or for 
use during the construction period only. 

e. Easements may be acquired for lands in the zone as defined in paragraph Ic 
above the conservation pool, and which are in remote areas of the reservoir or 
which had previously been subject to frequent inundation, where it is deter- 
mined that fee title is not required. 

f. Fee title may be taken as necessary where it is to the financial advantage 
of the Government to acquire fee rather than easement, and in special cases 
to prevent hardship. 

3. Blocking out.—In land acquired in fee, blocking out will be accomplished in 
accordance with sound real estate practices, for example, on minor sectional 
subdivision lines; and normally, land will not be acquired to avoid severance 
damage if the owner will waive such damage. For lands acquired in easement, 
close tangents may be used in the upper limit of the easement-held lands; the 
final easement taking line thereof should generally follow the upper flood line 
when elevation differences are not significant. Tangents will not be refined to 
the point they are economically disadvantageous. If more economical, ease 
ments may be secured on the basis of the right to flood to a prescribed elevation 
rather than to block out the upper flood line. 

4. Mineral rights.—Mineral, oil, and gas rights will not be acquired where 
the owner objects or where a substantial additional cost would be involved, 
except where mineral development would interfere with operation of the project 
or except where required by the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act. Mineral 
rights not acquired will be subordinated to the Government's right to regulate 
their development in a manner that will not interfere with the primary purposes. 

5. Buildings—Buildings for human occupancy as well as other structures 
which would interfere with the operation of the project for its primary purposes 
would be prohibited in the reservoir areas on lands for which an easement is 
acquired. 

6. Acquisition of lands for collateral purposes.—Except as authorized by law, 
no title to land will be acquired for purposes of preservation of wildlife or for- 
ests, restoration or replacement of such values destroyed by reservoirs, or for 
creating additional values of like nature, or for recreational purposes. 

7. Application of Policy.—The above policy will govern the determination as 
to acquisition of any tract on which title to the United States has not been 
vested or a final judgment in condemnation has not been entered except for 
projects on which the land acquisition program has progressed to the point 
where application of the policy would be unreasonable or to the distinct dis- 
advantage of the United States or to the general public. The application of the 
principles and criteria outlined above to lands already acquired for reservoir 
projects by disposal of fee title to former owners will require Federal legisla- 
tion. Flowage easements will be retained where necessary. All other lands 
rendered surplus by this policy will continue to be disposed of in accordance 
with existing laws. 
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[Published in Federal Register of Aug. 21, 1959, at p. 6813] 


SUPPLEMENT TO JOINT PoLicy FoR LAND ACQUISITION ON RESERVOIR PROJECTS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


LANDS FOR RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE 


The Department of the Army and the Department of the Interior for some 
time have had a joint policy for land acquisition on reservoir projects. The 
two Departments have agreed, with respect to the joint policy, upon a supple- 
ment regarding acquisition of lands for recreation and fish and wildlife at 
Federal reservoir projects, which has received Presidential approval. Accord- 
ingly, the supplement is adopted by the Department of the Interior and the 
provisions of the supplement are set forth in a new section numbered section 
8.6a which is added to part 8 and which reads as follows: 

“Seo. 8.6a. Supplementary provisions regarding acquisition of lands for recre- 
ation and fish and wildlife at Federal reservoir projects. 

“a, Federal water storage reservoirs are important elements in the Nation’s 
outdoor recreation and fish and wildlife resources. 

“bh, Recreation and fish and wildlife opportunities, both present and potential, 
shall be considered throughout the planning, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of reservoir projects in cooperation with Federal, State, and local 
governmental agencies having responsibilities relative to public recreation and 
fish and wildlife. The purpose of this supplement is to assure that when reser- 
voir projects are being formulated for other purposes, recreation and fish and 
wildlife purposes would also be considered and the limited land areas needed 
to protect and preserve recreation and fish and wildlife potentials will be de- 
fined. Recommendations submitted to the Congress will, of course, be sub- 
jected to normal Bureau of the Budget review. 

“e, The development and utilization of the public recreational and fish and 
wildlife potentialities shall be a correlative purpose of reservoir projects under- 
taken by the Federal Government. By correlative purpose is meant that while 
a reservoir project would not be recommended solely for recreation or fish and 
wildlife purposes, once it is determined that a reservoir project is required for 
other purposes, then recreation and. fish and wildlife purposes will receive paral- 
lel consideration in the formulation, design and operation of the project. 

“4. The public recreational and fish and wildlife potentialities created by 
reservoir projects constructed with Federal funds should be protected and pre- 
served for the benefit of the general public and the acquisition of such shore- 
line lands as are needed for that purpose shall be recommended to the Congress, 
to the extent such acquisition is justified by the public benefits which would 
otherwise be foregone. 

“e, When acquisition of lands is justified for recreation and fish and wild- 
life purposes as set forth in paragraph (d) of this section such lands shall be 
shown separately in reports of project plans to insure that Congress has full 
information upon which to base a decision as to their inclusion in the project 
authorization. 

“f. The primary responsibility of State and local governmental agencies for 
providing recreational facilities for their people shall be recognized but the 
Federal Government should cooperate with the State and local governmental 
agencies in protecting and preserving recreational opportunities in connection 
with the construction, maintenance and operation of Federal navigation, flood 
control, irrigation, or multiple-purpose reservoir projects.” 

(See. 7, 10, 32 Stat. 389, 390, as amended, secs. 14, 15, 53 Stat. 1197, 1198; 
43 U.8.C. 373, 389, 421, 4851.) 


Mr. Peart. We will be glad to furnish that. 

Senator Case. I have a letter dated April 18, 1960, from Mr. Harry 
R. Woodward, the director of the South Dakota Department of Game, 
Fish, and Parks, which reads as follows—I would like to read it, since 
it is very brief—and I would like to ask your comments on it. 

Deak Franors: Reference is made to your letter of February 26, enclosing a 


copy of 8S. 579, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Army to sell lands at dam 


= reservoir projects for the development of both recreational and industrial 
acilities, ‘ 
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The bill has been reviewed by the members of our staff and has been discussed 
by the game, fish, and parks commission. Our commission has gone on record 
as being unalterably opposed to the provisions of this bill. 

Since we are the principal lessee of Federal lands around the Corps of Engi- 
neers projects in South Dakota we have a very major stake in preserving of 
these lands for present and future recreational needs for our people. 

As you well know, we have strongly recommended in many cases that the 
Corps of Engineers acquire larger tracts of land when constructing reservoirs, 
We feel, for example, that these lands around Oahe Reservoir are entirely in- 
adequate for recreational needs. 


Thank you for calling this to our attention and giving us an opportunity to 
present our views. 

With my very best wishes. 

That poses a problem to me in two directions. 

No. 1, that they would like, apparently, to have the Corps of Engi- 
neers take land with the idea of making it available for recreational 
purposes, providing that the Corps of Engineers could not turn around 
and sell it to some private recreational development, that would con- 
tinue the policy of using State agencies, such as the department of 
games and fish and parks as the lessee, for the operation of that rec- 
reational land. What comments would you make on that? 

Mr. Peart. In the first place, this bill. would apply only to sales 
to public bodies, so that if two public bodies, one a State agency, 
wanted to obtain the land for some development, there would be 
something that should be settled within the Famewitk of the State 
or the political subdivisions of the government. 

Secondly, we, of course as you know, at all of our projects, zone the 
areas for recreational and other uses, and they would be made avail- 
able for the specified purpose. 

Senator Case. But you state that under this agreement you are not 
going to acquire any land for recreational purposes. How do you pro- 
pose to get land for that purpose? How do you propose to zone land 
for recreational purposes when you say that you do not propose to ac- 
quire land for that purpose? 

Mr. Peart. We do acquire recreational areas or access areas, ac- 
cording to the directive established, so that limited access to recrea- 
tional areas are still acquired. 

Senator Casr. Are they acquired for that purpose ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. What are the guidelines used to determine the 
limitation ? 

Mr. Peart. Approximately every 5 miles around the lakefront. 

Senator Casr. In the access areas? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, for public access, 

Senator Casr. This poses a real problem. I happen to know that 
some of the people desire the State game and park people to request 
the Engineers to take very substantial tracts of land. They indi- 
cated, for example, they would like the Commission to take some 
27,000 acres at Fort Pierre. That would involve the taking of one 
or two rather substantial ranches. The ranchers involved say that 
they do not believe that the Federal Government can justify using 
the power of eminent domain to take land for purely recreational 
purposes or for additional recreational land to what land would be 
required to serve a flood control purpose. 

What comment would you ae on that? 
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Mr. Peart. In the first place, again, recreation in the sense of these 
limited access areas is an authorized project purpose by definition of 
statute. Every project report that comes up here for review by this 
committee, before a project is authorized, contains in it, among other 
things, a discussion of the recreational potential and how it might be 
developed. 

In addition to that, of course, this bill, S. 579, as we proposed in 
the amendment, would not in any way change the existing law on 
the recreational areas or the making of recreational areas available 
to States or others, for the very reason that we think that this review 
being made by the Commission should come first, before any changes 
are made. This very situation that you are talking about, I believe, 
would be looked into by the Commission. 

Senator Case. Does the Corps of Engineers follow a policy where 
it negotiates rather than uses the eminent domain right for taking 
lands, where the additional land is for recreational purposes ? 

Mr. Peart. In all instances we prefer to acquire lands through vol- 
untary direct purchase, and after an appraisal is made. 

Generally we have two appraisals made. The landowner is offered 
the appraised value of the land. Now if he does not want to accept 
the appraised value or, if for other reasons, for example, if there are 
title defects, then we will go into court, regardless of the purpose for 
which the property is to be used, if the determination is made by the 
Secretary that the property is essential. 

Senator Case. I received a letter from my secretary, Mr. Schuler, 
who attended a meeting of people owning land around the proposed 
Big Bend Reservoir on the Missouri River. The construction on that 
dam has just begun, as you know. 

There were 60 people attending the meeting. He advises me that 
he had never heard more complaints from a group of people with 
reference to this whole land program. He states that he could not 
i” all of the complaints, but that these people were burned up 
about it. 

One old lady said that the appraiser admitted that he did not know 
a thing about ranching. 

Another problem related to the use of outside appraisers rather 
than Corps of Engineers hired appraisers. Big Bend Reservoir will 
be a reservoir of relative stability and is not expected to fluctuate 
above 1 foot of normal operating level of the pool. 

Another, it is a project where the lake would be 50 miles long 
in the very heart of the State, extending to the very doorstep of 
the State capital city, and it is anticipated that this lake will be 
beyond question one of the great recreational lakes of the country. 

General Potter testified in our hearings some years ago and told 
us that above Gavin’s Point Dam was one of the finest recreational 
= This, too, was a reregulating lake with practically constant 

evel. 
_ The department of fish, game, and parks commission is interested 
in having suitable areas around the lakes for development. And 
under the present policy you can condemn it for recreational purposes. 

On the other hand, you have these ranchers who feel that it is one 
thing to take land for such a public purpose as flood control or flood 
prevention or, perhaps, for navigation down the stream where it is 
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definitely associated with the river itself, but to have whole ranches 
taken or destroyed for the purpose of creating additional recreational 
facilities, the thought burns them up, because if that is done, they 
seem to feel that the people who come in are not competent to un- 
derstand what the taking of bottom land does to a ranch, to leave it 
high and dry. 

Obviously, this kind of a situation has come up. The newspapers 
carried rather fervid accounts of what is being said at these meetings, 
T am reluctant to go along with this bill if it should add to the 
powers of the Corps of Engineers to take land by eminent domain 
rights for recreational purposes. 

If you are going to eliminate the recreational facilities, pending 
the report of the Outdoor Study Commission, that might be one 
thing and, perhaps, it might be well to have the amendment you 
propose.. At the same time, I do feel that the recreational value 
of many of these properties may, in the long run of time, be those 
that have the greatest public benefit. 

But if we are going to accept that, I think we ought to have some 
guidelines as to the extent to which the right of eminent domain 
shall be applied to the taking of lands some distance removed from 
the actual flood line and to convert them into recreational lands and 
to offer them for sale. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I discussed with you privately prior 
to the meeting the desirability of having hearings at which the policy 
of the Corps of Engineers might be reviewed with a view as to 
land acquisition policies, to get myself and other members of the 
committee fully informed as to the current policy and, also, to make 
such recommendations for legislation for departmental action such 
as is indicated might be necessary. 

I was wondering if you would care to say at this time what your 
thought is about the possibility of a hearing of that nature? 

Senator Kerr. I think that it wouida be very much in order and I 
will say that it would be our purpose to set the time very shortly for 
such a hearing. I would want to do it so that it would be convenient 
to the Corps of Engineers, for them to advise us as to their current 
policy, not only with reference to the areas to be taken, but otherwise. 
and I am sure they will be happy to give us the benefit of that 
information. 

I would like to have the hearing and have all of the members of 
the committee who are interested sit in on it. 

Senator Case. Just to conclude, in this newspaper account of this 
meeting attended by 50 or 60 people, 1, the former Lieutenant Gov- 
ernor, Mr. Houck, said, “Is there such a thing as justice?” 

And practically every speaker voiced a grievance against the Fed- 
eral Government for the method of condemning land. One, Art 
Smith, said: 


The biggest trouble was the contract appraisers who are brought into this 
country from some place else and who often offer ridiculous prices. 

Some of the speakers made serious charges against the whole process 
in which it was done by the Corps of Engineers. Apparently, there 
is what you might call a grassroot revolt development over this, and 
it is particularly developing in connection with the Big Bend Reser- 
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voir, which I previously explained is one that has the largest recrea- 
tional otenkial. 

I brought that in because I think that it justifies not including 
recreational in the bill pending before us until we have had the hear- 
ing, until we have had this report on the outdoor study. When I say 
the bill before us, I mean S. 579. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. 

Mr. Pearl, thank you very much for your testimony on 8, 579. 

Mr. Peart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have another matter. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, S. 2301. 


8. 2301 


(S. 2301 and the letter from the Bureau of the Budget dated Sep- 
tember 8, 1959, and the letter from the Department of the Army 
dated September 11, 1959, follow :) 


[S. 2301, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


ABILL Directing the Secretary of the Army to convey to the Ship Canal Authority of the 
State of Florida certain lands acquired by the United States with funds furnished by 
such Authority 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is authorized 
and directed to donate and convey by quitclaim deed to the Ship Canal Author- 
ity of the State of Florida all of the right, title, and interest of the United 
States of America in and to— 

(1) lands in Putnam County, Florida, acquired by the United States of 
America by condemnation proceedings instituted in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the Southern District of Florida, Jacksonville Division, as 
case numbered 356 U.S.J. Civil ; and 

(2) lands in Marion County, Florida, acquired by the United States of 
America by condemnation proceedings instituted in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the Southern District of Florida, Ocala Division, as cases 
numbered 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 22, U.S. Ocala Civil. 

Sec. 2. It is intended hereby to authorize and direct the conveyance of all 
lands heretofore acquired by the United States with funds provided by the said 
Authority for rights-of-way for a proposed ship canal across Florida. 

Sec. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as a waiver of the obligation 
of the Ship Canal Authority of the State of Florida to (1) furnish without cost 
to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the 
construction of the Cross-Florida Barge Canal as authorized by the Act of July 
23, 1942 (56 Stat. 703); (2) hold and save the United States free from any 
damages resulting from the construction of said barge canal; (3) assure that 
any improvements that have been constructed upon the lands described in section 
1 hereof by the Federal Government will be maintained and preserved in a 
manner that will not increase the cost of the said barge canal project; and (4) 
to take over, maintain, and operate all highways, bridges, and roadways built 
in connection with the said barge canal project. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., September 8, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Publie Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of July 2, 1959, re- 
questing the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2301, a bill directing the 
Secretary of the Army to convey to the Ship Canal Authority of the State of 
Florida certain lands acquired by the United States with funds furnished by 
such authority. 


44845—60—pt. 3-13 
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The purpose of the bill is clearly stated in its title. 

The Secretary of the Army, in a report which will shortly be submitted to 
your committee on S. 2301, states that the Department of the Army is not opposed 
to the conveyance of the lands held by the United States to the ship canal author- 
ity provided these lands remain readily available for reconveyance to the United 
States when required for the construction of the canal, and provided the project 
construction heretofore performed is maintained and preserved. ‘The Secretary 
of the Army recommends the addition of a clarifying amendment to assure 
these objectives. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to enactment of S. 2301 
if amenied as recommended by the Secretary of the Army. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitire 8. HueuHes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
September 11, 1959, 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2301, 86th Congress, a bill directing 
the Secretary of the Army to convey to the Ship Canal Authority of the State 
of Florida certain lands acquired by the United States with funds furnished by 
such authority. 

The Department of the Army will interpose no objection to the enactment of 
this bill, the purpose of which is indicated in its title, if it is amended as set 
forth in this report. 

During the period 1930-35, the Ship Canal Authority of the State of Florida 
acquired 12,980 acres of land in its own name and at its own expense for convey- 
ance to the United States for use in connection with a proposed Atlantic-Gulf 
ship canal, a river and harbor improvement project authorized by the Emer- 
gency Relief Appropriations Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 115). The authorization 
required local interests to provide land required for project purposes. However, 
the ship canal authority did not have the power of eminent domain and requested 
the United States to institute condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
those lands required for the project but which could not be acquired by direct pur- 
chase. In the condemnation proceedings identified in 8. 2301, the United States 
acquired title to 6,175.21 acres of land at a cost of approximately $71,700, which 
was paid by the ship canal authority. 

The proposed Atlantic-Gulf ship canal project was modified and redesignated 
the cross-F lorida barge canal by the act of July 23, 1942 (56 Stat. 703). No funds 
have been appropriated for the construction of the existing project since its 
authorization in 1942. Construction, consisting of incompleted abutments, piers 
for a bridge, and canal excavations, was performed by the United States as an 
emergency relief project prior to 1942 at an aggregate cost of $4,535,867. 

In order to productively use the land, while not required for project purposes, 
a large portion of the area has been leased for agricultural and grazing purposes. 
At the present time, 5,069 acres of the 6,175.21 acres of land acquired by the 
United States are leased for these purposes at an annual rental of $4,187. In 
accordance with the act of September 3, 1954 (68 Stat. 1248, 1266), 75 percent of 
all moneys received from the leasing of the lands owned by the United States is 
paid to the State of Florida for public purposes in the counties in which the land 
is situated. Several easements for road rights-of-way and a right-of-way for an 
electric transmission line have been granted by the Department of the Army 
during the time title to the land has been held by the United States. Sales of 
timber have, since 1955, returned $33,198 to the Treasury of the United 
States; additional sales are now under study. 

The Federal and State lands are interspersed. The cost of the management 
of the State and Federal lands and other resources could be reduced if it were 
centralized in either the State or Federal Government. In view of the inactive 
status of the project, the transfer of the ship canal authority lands to the United 
States at this time is not justified. However, the Deportment of the Army is 
not opposed to the conveyance of the lands held by the United States to the ship 
eanal authority provided these lands remain readily available for reconveyance 
to the United States when required for the construction of the canal and the 
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project construction heretofore performed is maintained and preserved. In 


order that these objectives may be assured, it is recommended that the period 
at the end of line 3, page 3, of the bill be deleted and a semicolon substituted 
therefor ; and that there then be added the following: “and the Secretary of the 
Army shall insert in the deed the specific provisions he deems necessary to assure 
the performance of these obligations.” 

Enactment of this measure will have no effect on the budgetary requirements 
of the Department of the Army but will result in the loss of 25 percent of the 
rentals derived from the leasing of lands for agricultural and grazing purposes 
and deprive the Federal Government of the revenues to be obtained from the 
sale of timber and naval stores. However, it would result in the saving of the 
administrative costs of managing these resources. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
: Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Peart. The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of 
the Army to convey to the Florida Ship Canal Authority some lands 
that were acquired by the United States with funds furnished by the 
Florida Ship Canal Auihoatty in pursuance of the Florida ship canal. 

Since the Florida ship canal was authorized, a new Florida barge 
canal has been authorized, and the modified project would result in 
requiring a different area of land than that which was being acquired 
for the ship canal. 

As you know, this project has not been funded, so that the project 
isdormant. The lands are in our possession, and we have them leased, 
as indicated in the departmental report, for an annual rental of $4,100, 
of which 75 percent goes to the State of Florida, under the revenue- 
sharing program. 

The purpose of the Florida Ship Canal Authority, in asking that 
this land be conveyed to it, is to authorize it to sell off those lands 
that will not be required for the modified barge canal project, and 
to use the money to purchase new lands that will be required when 
the barge canal is finally funded for construction of the project. 

This is a local cooperation project under which the local interests 
must furnish land and interests in land. 

We have no objection to the bill, but as drafted we felt that it did 
not protect the interests of the United States against the future con- 
tingency, when and if the project is funded, of getting the property 
back to us for the project. We therefore recommended an amen«- 
ment to S. 2301. 

However, the Florida Ship Canal Authority did not agree with that 
amendment. Since the date that the departmental report was sub- 
mitted to this committee, on September 11, 1959, in January of 1960 
we met with Admiral Fortson, the managing director of the Florida 
ship canal, and Mr. Buckman, their consulting engineer, and we have 
agreed on amendments that would protect the interests of the Govern- 
ment and, also, give the ship canal authority sufficient latitude to sell 
lands that are not required for the modified project. 

Senator Kerr. That is concerning lands which this bill would bring 
about for the conveyance to the State? 

Mr. Pearu. Yes, sir. In order to accomplish the necessary amend- 
ment it would be necessary to delete section 3. 

Senator Kerr. Let me ask you if you have the amendment in writ- 
ten form ? 

Mr. Pear. Yes. 
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Senator Kerr. That can be made a part of the record at this point, 

Mr. Peary. Very good. 

Senator Kerr. It sets forth clearly the matters of agreement be- 
tween the Corps of Engineers and the local people in Florida? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

(The Department of the Army recommended amendments to §, 
2301 follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS AGREED Upon WITH 
Sure CANAL AUTHORITY TO 8. 2301, 86TH CONGRESS 


Delete section 3 and substitute : 

“Sec. 3. The conveyance authorized by this Act shall be made without mone 
tary consideration therefor but upon the conditions that the Ship Canal Author- 
ity of the State of Florida will, without cost to the United States, (1) when 
called upon by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army to do so, reconvey 
to the United States, free of any encumbrances placed thereon during ownership 
by said Authority, those lands conveyed pursuant to this Act that are required 
for the Cross-Florida Barge Canal; (2) relocate any roads, bridges, or utility 
lines constructed on or across such lands after the conveyance under this Act 
by the United States, if the relocation thereof is required by the Chief of En- 
gineers; (3) maintain and preserve improvements previously constructed upon 
the land by the Federal Government in a manner that will not increase the cost 
of the barge canal project; (4) hold the United States safe and free from any 
damages resulting from the aforementioned construction and (5) devote the 
proceeds from sales of any lands conveyed to it under this Act solely for the 
acquisition, for transfer to the United States free of cost, of other lands required 
for the barge canal project. 

“Src. 4. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as a limitation on the right 
of the Ship Canal Authority of the State of Florida to sell any of the lands 
that, in the opinion of the United States Army District Engineer at Jackson- 
ville, Florida, will not be required for the Cross-Florida Barge Canal. Any sur- 
veys or descriptions required to permit the disposal of any such lands shall be 
paid for by the Ship Canal Authority of the State of Florida if desired by said 
Authority prior to the appropriation of funds therefor by the Federal 
Government. 

“Sec. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as a waiver of the obligation 
of the Ship Canal Authority of the State of Florida to (1) furnish without cost 
to the United States, all lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for the 
construction of the Cross-Florida Barge Canal as authorized by the Act of July 
23, 1942 (56 Stat. 703); (2) hold and save the United States free from any 
damages resulting from the construction of said barge canal; and (3) to take 
over, Waintain, and operate all highways, bridges, and roadways built in con- 
nection with the said barge canal project.” 


Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 
Are there any questions? We will now hear again from Colonel 
Smith. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, ACCOMPANIED 
BY COL. STEPHEN E. SMITH, COL. ROBERT M. TARBOX, COL. 
ROBERT J. GIESEN, LT. COL. JAMES A. VIVIAN, A. H. McRAE, 
HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, JOSEPH F. VAN VLADRICKEN, JOHN 
ANDERSON, JOHN MURRAY, THERON RILEY, AND EDWARD 
LANDENBERGER—Resumed 


(The justification follows :) 
SAVANNAH RIver, Ga. 
Location.—The Savannah River drains 10,580 square miles with 55 percent 


in Georgia, 43 percent in South Carolina, and 2 percent in North Carolina, The 
stream rises in the Blue Ridge Mountains and flows southeasterly about 400 
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miles to the Atlantic Ocean at Savannah, Ga. The lower section of the river 
including the reach under consideration form the boundary between the States 
of Georgia and South Carolina. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
July 16, 1958. 

Existing projects—The completed Clark Hill Dam and Reservoir was au- 
thorized in the Flood Control Act of 1944 as the first unit in the approved com- 
prehensive multiple-purpose basin plan for the Savannah River. Hartwell 
Reservoir now under construction was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
1950. These reservoirs provide 5,758,100 acre-feet of gross storage and in- 
stalled power capacities are 280,000 kilowatts and 330,000 kilowatts at Clark 
Hill and Hartwell respectively. Navigation improvements in the lower river 
and local flood protection works at Augusta, Ga., are also authorized. 

Problem.—The determination of the best development of the water resources 
of the reach of the river between Hartwell and Clark Hill Reservoirs. Hart- 
well Reservoir will completely regulate floodflows, except major floods that 
may occur when the reservoir is full or nearly full (Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors). 

Recommended plan of improvement.—The next logical step in the develop- 
ment of the Savannah River would provide for construction of Carters Island 
and Goat Island Dams for hydroelectric power with basic facilities for recrea- 
tion in order to develop 150 feet of head between Hartwell and Clark Hill. 
The dams would be concrete gravity structures. Flood regulation storage would 
be provided in the Carters Island project. The ultimate installed generating 
capacity at Carters Island would be 199,800 kilowatts and at Goat Island, 65,200 
kilowatts. An economic reevaluation of the Goat Island project should be made 
prior to its construction. 
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Estimated first cost (price level 1959) 








Carters | Goat Island Total 
Island 





Federal (ultimate power installation) - -- | $53, 930, 000 | $26, 810, 00 £80, 749, C00 
' 





Project economics 








Carters Goat Island Total 
Island 
Annual charges: 
Interest and amortization._........------ se Sebo le $4, 581, 000 $1, 490, 000 $5, 071, 000 
Operation and maintenance and major replacements 405, 000 190, 000 | 595, 000 
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Hydroelectric power-.- .---- 5, 134, 000 1, 768, 000 6, 902, 000 
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Local cooperation.—None required. 


Colonel Smiru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report on the Savannah River in Georgia and South Carolina con- 
cerns water resource development of the river from Hartwell Dam 
tothe pool of the Clark Hill Dam Reservoir. The reach under con- 
sideration forms the boundary between the States of Georgia and 
South Carolina. 

_ The proposed report of the Chief of Engineers is being prepared 
im response to a resolution of this committee adopted July 16, 1958. 
Reports of the district and division engineers and the report of the 
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River and Harbor Board have been completed. The Chief of Engi- 
neers has not yet made his recommendation. My testimony is, there- 
fore, based on the factual information of the reports. 

The existing Federal projects for the Savannah River Basin include 
the Clark Hill multiple purpose project, which is completed, and the 
Hartwell Dam and Reservoir now under construction. 

The next logical steps in the development of the water resources 
of the Savannah River Basin have been investigated. The plan of 
improvement recommended by the report provides for the construc- 
tion of Carters Island Dam and Goat Island Dam for hydroelectric 
power with basic facilities for recreation, in order to develop 150 feet 
of head between Hartwell Dam and Clark Hill Reservoir. The ulti- 
mate installed generating capacity at Carters Island would be 199.800 
kilowatts, and at Goat Island 65.200 kilowatts. The average power 
output of this installation would be 387 million kilowatt-hours. 

The Carters Island project is estimated to cost $53,930,000, and the 
Goat Island project to cost $26 million. The cost of both, which is 
all Federal, is estimated at $80.740,000. The annual charges are 
$3,986,000 for Carters Island and $1,680,000 for Goat Island. The 
benefits for Carters Island are $5,134,000 for hydroelectric power 
and $167,000 for recreation. The benefits for Goat Island are $1,768, 
000 for power and $13,000 for recreation. The benefit-cost ratio for 
Carters Island is 1.88 to 1, and for Goat Island, 1.06 to1. The Board 
proposes that an economic reevaluation of the Goat Island project be 
made before it is constructed. 

Senator Kerr. Will you say that again? 

Colonel Smirn. The Board recommends that an economic reevalu- 
ation of the Goat Island project be made prior to its construction, 
because the benefit-cost ratio is 1.06 to 1. 

The Board held a public hearing on this report in Savannah, Ga., 
on February 17, 1960, at the request of opponents of the project. The 
principal opponents were representatives of South Carolina who stated 
that the construction of additional dams would interfere with the de- 
velopment of this section of South Carolina by eliminating industrial 
sites and by restricting the use of water for consumptive and waste 
disposal purposes. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has carefully con- 
sidered these objections, together with statements by proponents of 
the improvements. The Board believes that the Carters Island Dam 
and the Goat Island Dam represent the best plan of water resource 
development from a sound economic and engineering standpoint. 

The recommendation of the Chief of Enginers has not been com- 
pleted. After it is completed it will be sent to the State and Fed- 
eral agencies for comment. 

That concludes my statement on that project. 

Senator Musxre. Most of these projects that I have listened to, 
whenever there were recreational benefits, the local participation was 
50 percent. In this instance there is no provision for local partici- 
pation. Iam curiousto learn why that isso. 

Colonel Smrrn. The projects that you are thinking of are recrea- 
tion boat harbors in which the requirement is 50 percent Federal and 
50 percent local. 
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In the case of reservoirs the Federal Government provides the ac- 
cess and basic facilities, and the local interests add other facilities that 
are not included in the cost. 

Senator Kerr. I think the broad principle is this, that is, the dif- 
ference between the two, for boat harbors, recreational benefits can be 
identified with individuals who are among the local interests payin 

art of it, but with reference to flood control projects the recreationa 
nefits are for the general public. 

In one of these multiple purpose projects the benefits are available 
to anyone and are used generally by the public, a temporary basis 
and then the public goes somewhere else. Is that not generally the 
difference ? 

Colonel Smrrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Musxir. Would there not be this point, too, that as to the 
recreational benefits they are inherent in the reservoir, which is not 
constructed primarily for the purpose of creating those ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, that would be it. 

All right, Colonel. 

(The justification follows :) 


AtLantic Coast or Lona Istanp, N.Y., Frre ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT 
(H. Doe. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—The study area, which lies entirely in Suffolk County, comprises 
the easterly 83-mile length of the Atlantic shore of Long Island. 

Report authorized by.—Public Law 520, 71st Congress, pertaining to co- 
operative beach erosion control investigations, and Public Law 71, 84th Con- 
gress, pertaining to hurricane investigations on the eastern and southern sea- 
board of the United States. 

Beach erosion and hurricane problems.—This shore affords a recreation area 
for an increasing tributary population of presently more than 5 million per- 
sons. Erosion of the shore front is a serious threat to present use and future 
development of the shore for recreation purposes. The hurricane problems are 
related to the tidal flooding. Storm tides created by high winds and low 
barometric pressure have broken through the dunes and barrier reefs, along 
the shore with resultant heavy loss of life and extensive property damage on 
both the ocean front and on the mainland along the inner bays. A recurrence 
of the hurricane tide of record, that of September 1938 when 45 lives were lost, 
would cause inundation and wave damages estimated at about $53 million un- 
der existing conditions. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Widening the beaches along developed 
areas between Kismet and Mecox Bay to a minimum width of 100 feet at ele- 
vation 14 feet above mean sea level; raising the dunes to an elevation of 20 feet 
above mean sea level from Fire Island Inlet to Hither Hills State Park, at 
Montauk, and opposite Lake Montauk Harbor; planting grass on the dunes; 
constructing gated interior drainage structures at Mecox Bay, Sagaponack Lake, 
and Georgia Pond, constructing not to exceed 50 groins, if needed; and Fed- 
eral participation in the cost of beach nournishment for a period not to ex- 
ceed 10 years from the year of completion of a useful nourishment unit. 


Estimated cost (price level of January 1958) 
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Project economics 








] aT 
Federal Non-Federal | Total 
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Annual benefits: 
Beach loss prevention 
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Benefit-cost ratio.—2.6. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way, including borrow areas, necessary for construction 
of the project; (b) accomplish without cost to the United States all alterations 
and relocations of buildings, streets, storm drains, utilities, and other structures 
made necessary by the construction; (c) bear 49 percent of the total cost, a sum 
presently estimated at $18,800,000, to consist of the items listed in (@) and (b) 
above and a cash contribution now estimated at $16,200,000 or, if any section is 
undertaken separately the apportionment of the first cost will be as shown in the 
district engineer’s report, with due regard to change in public use and ownership 
and other changes prior to construction; provided that the cash contribution be 
paid either in a lump sum prior to commencement of the entire project, or in 
installments prior to commencement of pertinent items, in accordance with con- 
struction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers, the final apportion- 
ment of cost to be made after actual costs and values have been determined; 
(d) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
work; (€) maintain all the works and undertake periodic beach nourishmeut 
after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Army, except that for a period of 10 years after completion of a useful nour- 
ishment unit the Federal Government would contribute, dependent on conditions 
of public use and ownership and other changes at the time of construction, an 
amount for the entire project now estimated at $18,000 annually; (f) maintain 
during the economic life of the project continued public ownership of the non- 
Federal publicly owned shores and continued availability for public use of pri- 
vately owned shore equivalent to that upon which the recommended Federal 
participation is based; (g) adopt appropriate ordinances to provide for the 
preservation of the dunes and their protective vegetation; (h) control water 
pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard the health of bathers; (i) obtain 
approval of the Chief of Engineers of detailed plans and specifications for the 
work contemplated and arrangements for its prosecution, prior to commence- 
ment of any work on the beach protection phase of the project for which Fed- 
eral participation is planned, if undertaken separately from the recommended 
combined project; and (j) contribute in cash toward the cost of hurricane pro- 
tection works constructed under this plan, in addition to the apportionment re- 
quired in (c) above, an amount equal to the increased Federal cost resulting 
from separate construction of the beach protection works referred to in item (i) 
above. Local interests are willing and able to provide the required local 
cooperation. 


Colonel Smrrn. The next report is to determine the most practical 


and economical method of beach erosion control and hurricane tidal 


protection for the easterly 83-mile length of the Atlantic coast of Long 
Island. 


The report is being prepared in response to Public Law 520, 71st 
Congress, and Public Law 71, 84th Congress. 


The report has been approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
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and Harbors and by the Beach Erosion Board. Comments from other 
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Federal agencies and the State of New York have not yet been 
received. 

This shore affords a recreational area for an increasing tributary 
population. The residential development through the area is grow- 
ing rapidly. However, erosion of the shore front is a serious threat 
to present use and future development of the shore for recreation 
purposes. 

The hurricane problems are related to tidal flooding. Storm tides 
created by high winds and low barometric pressure have broken 
through the dunes and barrier reefs, along the shore, with resultant 
heavy loss of life and extensive property damage on both the ocean 
front and on the mainland along the inner bays. 

A recurrence of the hurricane tide of record, that of September 
1938, when 45 lives were lost, would cause inundation and wave dam- 
ages estimated at about $53 million under existing conditions. 

Local interests desire improvements which will prevent these heavy 
damages. The report recommends improvement of the area by pro- 
viding widening of the beaches along the developed areas between 
Kismet and Mecox Bay to a minimum width of 100 feet at elevation 
14 feet above mean sea level; raising the dunes to an elevation of 
2) feet. above mean sea level from Fire Island Inlet to Hither Hills 
State Park, Montauk, and opposite Lake Montauk Harbor; planting 
grass on the dunes; constructing gated interior drainage structures 
at Mecox Bay, Sagaponack Lake, and Georgia Pond; constructing 
not to exceed 50 groins, if needed; and Federal participation in the 
cost of beach nourishment for a period not to exceed 10 years from 
the year of completion of a useful nourishment unit. 

Local interests are required to provide the lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, including borrow areas, to accomplish all alterations and 
relocations, and to bear 49 percent of the total cost, a sum which is 
presently estimated at $18,800,000, to consist of the previous items 
plus a cash contribution now estimated at $16,200,000 or, if any sec- 
tion is undertaken separately, the apportionment of the first cost 
will be as shown in the district engineer’s report, with due regard 
to change in public use and ownership and other changes prior to 
construction. 

Local interests will have to hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to the construction works; to maintain all the 
works and undertake periodic beach nourishment after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army, except for a period of 10 years after completion of a useful 
nourishment unit, the Federal Government would contribute, de- 
pendent upon conditions of public use and ownership and other 
changes at the time of construction, an amount for the entire project 
now estimated at $18.000 annually. 

Local interests will have to maintain during the economic life of 
the project, continued public ownership of the non-Federal publicly 
owned shores and continued availability for public use of privately 
owned shore equivalent to that upon which the recommended Federal 
participation is based. 

Local interests will have to adopt appropriate ordinances to provide 
for the preservation of the dunes and their protective vegetation ; 
control water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard the health 
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of bathers; obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers of detailed 
plans and specifications for the work contemplated and arrangements 
for its prosecution, prior to commencement of any work on the beach 
protection phase of the project for which Federal participation is 
planned, and contribute in cash toward the cost of hurricane protec- 
tion work constructed under this plan, in addition to the apportion- 
ment required, an amount equal to the increased Federal costs re- 
sulting from separate construction of the beach protection works 
referred to. 

Local interests are willing and able to provide the required local 
cooperation. The total estimated cost of construction is $38,200,000, 
of which $19,400,000 is Federal. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.6 to 1. 
That concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. Do you have any idea when 
wé may expect the comments of the Bureau of the Budget on. this 
project ¢ 

Colonel Smrrn. Comments from the State and Federal agencies 
are due on the 5th of May, sir. Comments from the Bureau of the 
Budget should be received before the end of May. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. It would seem to me that 
it would be a project of enough significance to warrant expediting 
the writing of the reports. And if you will do that, we will do what 
we can here to encourage them, too, so as to receive them. 

Senator Coorrr. While I have never heard of this project before, 
I agree with the chairman that it seems to be an important one for 
the State of New York and the local interests. Are they ready to 
make their contributions ? 

Senator Kerr. He said that the local interests are. 

Colonel Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Naturally, that would indicate that the State report 
will be favorable. 

You may proceed. 

(The justification follows :) 


CHICOPEE River Basin, Mass. 
(H. Doe. —, Cong.) 


Location.—In central Massachusetts. The Chicopee River is formed by the 
ae and Quaboag Rivers 18 miles above its junction with the Connecticut 

iver. 

Report authorized by.—The Flood Control Act of 1937, and resolutions by the 
Senate and House Public Works Committees adopted September 14, 1955, and 
June 13, 1956, respectively. 

Evisting project.—Provides for the Barre Falls Dam and Reservoir on the 
Upper Ware River, the Chicopee local flood-protection works at the city of 
Chicopee near the mouth of Chicopee River, and the West Brookfield Dam and 
Reservoir on the Upper Quaboag River. 

Flood problem.—Floods are caused by heavy rains or a combination of heavy 
rains and melting snow. They may occur at any time of the year but are more 
prevalent in the spring. Four major floods have occurred since 1935. Two 
were in March 1936 and one each in September 1938 and August 1955. The 
latter took one life and caused $21.5 million damage in the basin. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Conant Brook Dam and Reservoir for 
flood control; Chicopee Falls local protection project consisting of channel en- 
largement, levees, concrete floodwalls, and appurtenant works, and Three Rivers 
local flood protection project consisting of enlargement of the channel and 
the removal of a dam and powerhouse; and deletion of the West Brookfield 
Reservoir from the Connecticut River Basin comprehensive plan. 
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Estimated cost (price level of 1959) 


a  ——————————————————— 











Conant Chicopee Three 

Brook Falls Rivers 
Wotan. .ccnoncccrdccccccsnacccsceccccccecvesccccccecoecceses $2, 060, 000 $1, 860, 000 $1, 260, 000 
CE PONNEE.. « nc oncnccacdspennsakeuseqcapesesnaauennnsdaned etguninnteses 60, 000 460, 000 





Ne en ee ae 2,060,000} 1,920,000 1, 720, 000 


Project economics 
ANNUAL CHARGES 







Federal Non-Federal Total 








Conant Brook Reservoir: 
ES Gy SIIEIINEIII oon onc tbsnaanneernnncunsannd GE bpocacacescceme 
Maintenance and operation ..............-..-.--..-.------ 
ROCHISUR WIEN 108 C0 PAIGE. 30. ccasimqnendsantadsatsnndnnssg’ 
Tedd OF CaKOS Ci THIN wed cc Jaci cateicubsawune Ji adud dou binadotitedaks 


Chicopee Falls local protection: 
i I an enn cinaunenienensnmnnaetienn 
Biainsombees GG ONGTOTIER... .ccncccoccces scenes cocccnaseseccecesnecsans 
PROGRSTEVIEY 1008 G8 TARGUS. «206s o cose sence nncencncscosnsn Be ee EL 


Three Rivers local protection: 
Interest and amortization .--..- 
Maintenance and operation... 
Productivity loss on lands. -_-. 





ANNUAL BENEFITS 


ne UU UU UEEII USED SUISSE 








Conant Chicopee Three 

Brook Falls Rivers 
anes ees PROUONIOE. on. ois co ckcceednwncdesousndesesue $108, 000 $96, 000 $80, 000 
DIVER SOD os ccc cece icctcisendvecnstcasttensniusl eanaanamndanedhebibnodaan 1, 400 
EE dirnccnsciehttwtbiiiknnddadibpeuntdduadadsddahdudliged 108, 000 96, 000 81, 400 
ai Mt ois sic ieecactenainlcnguaemantgbbilemaaaes —- oe 13 4,25 


Local cooperation 

(a) Conant Brook Dam and Reservoir.—Prohibit further obstruction of the 
floodway along Conant and Chicopee Brooks in the town of Monson. 

(b) Chicopee Falls —(1) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project; (2) 
make necessary alterations to roads, sewers, and utilities, including alterations 
to the water intake facilities of the U.S. Rubber Co. and provisions for temporary 
water supply during construction of the project; (3) hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to the construction works; (4) permit no encroach- 
ment on improved channels or on ponding areas, and if ponding areas or capacities 
are impaired, provide substitute storage capacity or equivalent pumping capacity 
promptly without cost to the United States; and (5) maintain and operate all the 
works after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Army. 

(c) Three Rivers—(1) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project; 
(2) make necessary alterations to roads, highway bridges, sewers, and utilities; 
(3) obtain necessary rights to permit the United States to remove the New 
England Power Co. dam and powerhouse on the Chicopee River; (4) hold and 
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save the United States free from damages due to the construction works; (5) 
permit no encroachment on improved channels including the waterway areas 
under the bridges; and (6) maintain and operate all the works after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

Colonel Smiru. The next report concerns modification of a flood 
control project in the Chicopee River Basin in central Massachusetts, 

The Chicopee River is formed by the Ware and Quaboag Rivers 18 
miles above its junction with the Connecticut River. The report is 
being prepared in response to the Flood Control Act of 1937, and reso- 
lutions by the Senate and House Public Works Committees adopted 
September 14, 1955, and June 13, 1956, respectively. 

The report was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors on March 30, 1960. 

The existing project in this basin provides for the Barre Falls Dam 
and Reservoir on the upper Ware River, which has been completed; 
the Chicopee local flood protection works at the city of Chicopee near 
the mouth of the Chicopee River, which has been completed. 

Senator Kerr. Where is that dam on this map ? 

Colonel Smrru. It is on the upper Ware River, which is a tributary 
of the Chicopee River. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the flow there is southwest ? 

Colonel Smrrn. That is correct. And the Connecticut River is on 
the extreme west end of the basin. 

Senator Kerr. Is this area that is on the large map identical with 
the red area? 

Colonel Smirn. It is. 

Senator Kerr. So that it is entirely within the State of Massa- 
chusetts ? 

Colonel Smiru. The entire drainage basin is in Massachusetts. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smrru. We also have authorized in this basin the West 
Brookfield Dam and Reservoir on the upper Quaboag River, which has 
not. been built. The local protection project at Ware was completed 
under Public Law 685. 

Four major floods have occurred in this basin since 1935. The great- 
est of record was in August 1955, which took one life and caused 
$21,500,000 damage in the basin. Nearly every town along the river 
and the tributaries suffers flood damages. 

In this report. 12 dam and reservoir sites and 20 local protection sites 
were studied and appraised. 

The proposed report of the Chief of Engineers recommends con- 
struction of Conant Brook Dam and Reservoir on the Quaboag River, 
a local flood protection project at Chicopee Falls, and a local flood 
protection project at Three Rivers. 

And the report recommends deletion of the West Brookfield Reser- 
voir from the Connecticut River Basin comprehensive plan. 

Senator Kerr. That is, you recommend deauthorization ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smirn. Local interests would be required at Conant Brook 
Dam to prohibit further construction of the floodway along the Con- 
ant, and Chicopee Brooks in the town of Monson, and for the local 
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rotection project at Chicopee Falls and Three Rivers, they would 
. required to meet the normal terms of local cooperation for a local 
protection project. 

The estimated first cost of construction for Conant Brook is $2,060,- 
000, all Federal. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.4 to 1. 

The total estimated cost of the Chicopee Falls local protection 
project. is $1,920,000, of which $1,860,000 is Federal and $60,000 is 
non-Federal. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 

The total estimated cost of the Three Rivers local protection proj- 
ect, is $1,720,000, of which $1,260,000 is Federal and $460,000 is non- 
Federal. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.25 to 1. 

The Federal cost of all three projects totals $5,180,000. Comments 
from the State of Massachusetts and Federal agencies were requested 
on April 18, 1960. | 

Senator Kerr. You do not anticipate that they will be received in 
the next 5 or 6 weeks, do you? 

Colonel Smirn. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What is the amount of the authorization for West 
Brookfield Dam ? 

Colonel Smiru. $8,990,000, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

(The justification follows :) 


NAUGATUCK RIVER, CONN. 
(H. Doe. 372, 86th Cong.) 


Location.—In western Connecticut, and is the principal tributary of the 
Housatonic River. This report is concerned with the advisability of improve- 
ment below Thomaston Reservoir now being built by the United States. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions adopted by the Public Works Committees 
of the U.S. Senate on September 14, 1955, and by the House of Representatives 
on June 13, 1956, and July 23, 1956. 

Existing project—The Thomaston Reservoir for flood control, authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, is under construction on the main stem, 30 miles 
above the river mouth. Two other reservoirs, solely for flood control, Hall 
Meadow Brook Reservoir and East Branch Reservoir on tributaries above this, 
were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1958. 

Flood problems.—This basin is susceptible to floods caused by heavy rains or 
a combination of heavy rains and melting snow. Runoff is rapid due to gener- 
ally hilly topography. Flooding has been aggravated by inadequate channels 
and restricted bridge openings. Much of the flood plain area is fully utilized by 
industrial and commercial developments as well as residential sections. With 
the authorized projects in operation, a recurring August 1955 flood would cause 
an estimated loss of $44,570,000 in the lower Naugatuck River Basin. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for the construction of four 
reservoirs for flood control, on Northfield Brook, Branch Brook, Hancock Brook, 
and Hop Brook. 

Estimated cost (price level of 1958) 





All Federal 

PONTE TUPI as gcc es cs cares) tae asia neice anit es pica neat aaa en $1, 610, 000 
Beek mock (branch Bivek)....:..0 = <1 ee eee 3, 540, 000 
We NOON acct bane bade ckec ieee ees eeee 2, 500, 000 
WEN OOo ccc si Cawdenbbanammsnsemetlduatuedataeneee 2, 580, 000 
a a a eee 10, 230, 000 
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Project economics, annual charges 








Federal 
Non-Fed- 
eral— Loss Total 
Interest and | Maintenance} of taxes 
amortization 
PRONG IEEE TONES oka os ko cannasiecewed $58, 300 $5,000 $1,000 $64, 300 
Black Rock (Branch Brook). -......-...-...-... 127, 400 10,000 3, 700 141, 100 
Pe I eee 90, 400 5,000 2, 800 98, 200 
TE OE eciccidccddcacvildchuctutasseseek 92, 100 10,000 11, 100 113, 200 
Es daconbacucutnavevadunck>auceatudwie 368, 200 30, 000 18, 600 416, 800 


Damages prevented 


PEN IOID TORINO oi eee ee oe eden anaes $129, 000 
SAGE Boek ( Beast Beek) sss kss ws ens ened datemmecm 258, 000 
UNDONE 9 NON 5 a aa 183, 000 
I aa ata i Redan ema neemn seed ea oe 193, 000 

ee a Ed ee haa 763, 000 

Benejit-cost ratio 

PRINTS BRN 5 oot rete a eccienees ali eg pane ho toe Ebadi ncaa eee ein 2.0 
Pepi = RC CRUISER UIE Diss iciacccccinc vas beast eputncei ee eniaincaniadeaiacaniapaestkarincags 1.8 
NO I os ciscgsag inane wis ems aan a ec es 1.9 
RID CBE OM casino ace cision cdo im ncn cd angering ua es sateen algae ons sea aoe L4 

Pare SON OG ose co cence geen cesatiaiaipinip ues iad adam ecamanmcaasibialeabea 1.8 


Local cooperation.—Give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army 
that they will establish encroachment lines downstream of the recommended 
dams to permit reasonable, efficient reservoir operation. Local interests are 
willing to comply with the requirement of local cooperation. 

Comments of State and Federal agencies.— 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable. 

Department of Commerce: Favorable. 

Federal Power Commission: Favorable. 

State of Connecticut: Favorable. 

Department of Interior: The Department of Interior requested that con- 
sideration be given to the establishment of permanent pools at each of the 
proposed rservoirs for the mitigation of recreational and fish and wildlife 
losses. The Chief of Engineers considered this matter and recommends 
that the small pools be incorporated in the plan of improvement. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget has no 
objection to submission of the report to Congress. However, the Secretary of 
the Army recommends, and the Budget concurs, that since the non-Federal 
share of the cost recommended by the Chief of Engineers is less than that 
required by S. 2060, authorization of this project be deferred until Congress 
has considered and taken action on S. 2060. 


Colonel Smrrn. The next report is an interim report on the Nauga- 
tuck River located in western Connecticut. 

It concerns the advisability of improvements in the interests of 
flood control below Thomaston Reservoir. 

The report was prepared in response to this committee’s resolution 
adopted September 14, 1955, and the House of Representatives’ reso- 
lution adopted July 23, 1956. 

The report was submitted to Congress on April 7, 1960. 

The existing project for the Naugatuce k River provides for the 
Thomaston Reservoir for flood control, which is now under construc- 
tion, and Hall Meadow Brook Reservoir and East Branch Reservoir, 
which are now being designed. 
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The population of this basin is approximately 215,000, predomi- 
nantly urban and is located mostly in the valley. 

Manufacturing is the predominant activity. 

The greatest flood of record occurred immediately preceding Hurri- 
cane Diane in 1955. This flood has a peak discharge about four times 
larger than the previous maximum of record. 

The flood damage downstream from Thomaston Reservoir was 
nearly $200 million, and 36 lives were lost. 

With the authorized projects in operation, a recurring August 
1955 flood would cause an estimated loss of $44,570,000 in the lower 
Naugatuck River Basin. 

After full consideration of the flood problem in this basin and the 
desires of the local. interests, the Chief of Engineers recommends the 
construction of four additional reservoirs for flood control, on North- 
field Brook, Branch Brook, Hancock Brook, and Hop Brook. 

Senator Kerr. Branch Brook is the same as Black Rock, is that 
right ? 

‘Colonel Smirn. Yes, sir, that is the same. 

The local interests are required to give assurances that they will 
establish encroachment lines downstream of the recommended dams to 
permit reasonable and efficient reservoir operation. They have ex- 
pressed a willingness to cooperate. The estimated first cost for these 
four reservoirs is $10,230,000, all Federal. The benefit-cost ratio is 
18 to 1. 

The Secretary of the Army recommends, and the Bureau of the 
Budget concurs, that since the non-Federal share of the cost recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers is less than that required by S. 2060 
authorization of this project be deferred until Congress has con- 
sidered and taken action on S. 2060. The State favors the im- 
provement. 

The Department of Interior requested that consideration be given 
to the establishment of permanent pools at each of the proposed reser- 
voirs for the mitigation of recreational and fish and wildlife losses. 

The Chief of Engineers considered this matter and recommends that 
the small pools be incorporated in the plan of improvement. 

That concludes my statement on that project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

(The justification follows :) 


OcRACOKE INLET, N.C. 


(H. Doe. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—Ocracoke Inlet, a natural opening through the barrier beach which 
Separates Pamlico Sound and the Atlantic Ocean, is about 31 miles southwest 
of Cape Hatteras, N.C. 

Reported authorized by.—House Public Works Committee resolution, adopted 
July 29, 1955. 

Existing project.—There is no existing Federal project for Ocracoke Inlet. 
Connecting Federal improvements include Wallace Channel, 12 feet deep, Silver 
Lake Harbor, 10 feet deep; waterway connecting Pamlico Sound and Beaufort 
Harbor, 7 feet deep; and the Intracoastal Waterway, 12 feet deep, which tra- 
Verses the area landward side of Pamlico Sound, providing a connection between 
Ocracoke Inlet and seafood marketing and processing centers. 

Navigation problem.—In its present condition the inlet does not provide safe 
passage for the maximum-draft vessels that can use the shallowest of the harbors 
bordering Pamlico Sound. There is no record of any vessel drawing 10 feet 
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or more using the inlet since 1954. With the exception of 1956 there is no record 
of use by any vessel drawing more than 7 feet since 1954. During those years 
the total menhaden catch for North Carolina has remained relatively constant, 
indicating that the decline in use of the inlet was due to channel limitations 
and not to a decrease in navigation needs. Several vessels have been sunk 
in the inlet due to grounding, and many have been damaged in this manner. 
Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for improvement of Ocracoke 
lulet by dredging a channel across the ocean bar 18 feet deep and 400 feet 
wide, and construction of a jetty extending from Ocracoke Island to the 20-foot 
depth in the Atlantic Ocean at such time as it is determined that control works 
will be more economical than maintaining the bar channel by dredging only. 


Estimated cost (price level Jan. 1959) 
Federal: 


TOT Cs es es eee ee kee coe es SEB. $185, 000 
PT dai kak ta sedated clade ee nee aasintkc e eee * 4, 438, 000 
TEN ai cra haasedicr aig eas pass ea ela send NG at cana asda em deme ce odg acai o nibs nick 4, 623, 000 


Project economics 
Annual charges (Federal) : 


PEPER BNO RINGr NEON... so teenb ee aka nanakciesanneeeeele $163, 900 
RITE? CRIN) os et Re ee 65, 000 
PRUTIORIRCG NEOUS) oo er ee oN at ee 77, 000 

PR oak... seis teed Jaa ek Sti ti Sere sik He bacipee ee 305, 900 


i i ili sic ata ag ali wg in task Kenic oetmades skies $436, 300 
1 Construction of the jetty to be deferred until need is established. 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4. 

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas; hold and save the United 
States free from damages, including damages resulting from erosion of shores, 
due to construction and maintenance of the project. Local interests have indi- 
cated willingness to meet the requirements of local cooperation. 

Colonel Smiru. The next report concerns improvement in the inter- 
ests of navigation of Ocracoke Inlet, N.C., a natural opening through 
the barrier reef which separates Pamlico Sound and the Atlantic 
Ocean. It is about 31 miles south of Cape Hatteras, N.C. 

The report was authorized by resolution of the House Public Works 
Committee adopted July 29, 1955. 

There is no existing Foderal project for Ocracoke Inlet. Conneet- 
ing Federal improvements include Wallace Channel, 12 feet deep; 
Silver Lake Harbor, 10 feet deep; a waterway connecting Pamlico 
Sound and Beaufort Harbor, 7 feet deep; and the Intracoastal Water- 
way, 12 feet deep, which traverses the area on the landward side of 
Pamlico Sound, providing a connection between Ocracoke Inlet and 
the seafood marketing and processing centers. 

Senator Kerr. That is on the west side? 

Colonel Smrrn. It is off the map, just off the map to the west. 

Commerce through the inlet has been restricted in recent years and 
is confined to shallow fishing boats engaged in fishing and shrim 
catches. In its present condition the inlet does not provide safe 
passage for the maximum draft vessels that.can use the shallowest of 
the harbors bordering Pamlico Sound. 

Local interests desire deepening to permit the use by larger vessels. 
The best menhaden fishing ground in this part of the country is outside 
the inlet. 

After careful consideration of the navigation problems and the 
desires of local interests the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers 
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recommends improvement of Ocracoke Inlet by dredging a channel 
across the ocean bar 18 feet deep and 400 feet wide, and construction 
of a jetty extending from Ocracoke Island to the 20-foot depth in 
the Atlantic Ocean at such time as it is determined that control works 
will be more economical than maintaining the bar channel by dredging 
only. 

The total estimated cost of the project is $4,623,000, of which 
$185,000 is for channel dredging and $4,438,000 is for construction 
of the jetty to be deferred until the need is established. 

Senator Kerr. Is just one or both jetties shown on the map? 

Colonel Smiru. Just one. The other jetties were found not to serve 
the purpose, and one jetty would suffice. The total annual charge is 
$305,900, 

Senator Kerr. That is on the basis of the jetty being constructed ¢ 

Colonel Smiru. These figures are; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Smiru. The annual benefits are $436,300, giving a benefit- 
to-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. If the jetty is not built, the cost of mainte- 
nance and dredging for the channel will be only $185,000, and the 
benefit-to-cost ratio for the project will be 2.3 to 1. 

The proposed report of the Chief of Engineers was sent to the Gov- 
ernment agencies on April 18, 1960. That concludes my report. 

Senator Kerr. What would you expect in the matter of time in 
receiving the reports back ? 

Colonel Smirn. The State and Federal agencies are allowed 90 
days in which to comment. 

Senator Kerr. That would be May, June, and July. Then that 
would be just during the session of the Democratic National Conven- 
tion and just before the Republican National Convention starts. 

Colonel Smiru. They would be just after it, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, the Sumeensaie National Convention is 
on July 11. 

Colonel Smrru. Ninety days will be on the 18th of July. 

Senator Kerr. The Democratic convention starts on July 11 and 
we hope that it will be over. If the Republican convention does not 
start by the 18th, do you think it will be over by the same time? 

Colonel Smirru. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The justification follows :) 


Rye Harsor, N.H. 
(H. Doc. —, — Cong.) 


Location.—On the Atlantic coast of New Hampshire, about 5 miles south of 
Portsmouth Harbor. 

Report authorized by.—Resolution by House Public Works Committee adopted 
July 19, 1956. 

Existing project—No Federal project. The State of New Hampshire has 
constructed two breakwaters, each about 500 feet long with an elevation of 6 
feet above high water. 

Navigation problem.—Lack of depth at low tide at the entrance, rock shoals 
on the south side of the entrance, and the lack of anchorage area. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for dredging a channel 100 
feet wide and 10 feet deep for a distance of 600 feet through the entrance, thence 
8 feet deep for a distance of 1,700 feet within the harbor; dredging two 5-acre 
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anchorages, one 8 feet deep and the other 6 feet deep; and maintaining the 
existing breakwaters. 


Estimated cost 





I ai pnw sass esas ine ntpisin csi nlggeapen ge eas cae pase mde emaatabead saat a maeet $205, 000 
Pepmemeeres. te Oa a eee shee meas 145, 000 
Total CO 0 a Oe SOP OS OE EE MSO DOE OOOO errneasawmoeassewwews 350, 000 


Project economics 


Federal Non-Federal Total 


Annual charges: 
SOOO OIE DONE IIOR nin ind nk conn ctepsieeneccebsenad $7, 580 $5, 980 $13, 
Maintenance dredging and breakwater. --...........-.-.- 4, 330 4 
PRIN «= kccncenncohaaniedvaccadtchandabaceaneens 30 


Annual benefits: 
ET SENN, 55 iin ncccdudedachabesednbddabceneanconieiatadebenel 
NN NUIT ENN bn sso danaiesmoad acebnak imam 
PRION RNIB it wen ccckbudeushadawbnwe 
Land enhancement 


Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. 

Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash 42 percent of the first cost of con- 
struction due to recreational boating and land enhancement benefits, such con- 
tribution, presently estimated at $145,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to 
initiation of construction, subject to final adjustment after actual costs have 
been determined: (b) furnish without cost to the United States title to the break- 
waters constructed by local interests, and all lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
and properly diked spoil-disposal areas necessary for the initial construction 
and subsequent maintenance, when and as required; (c) hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to construction and maintenance of the 
project works; (d@) provide and maintain at local expense an adequate public 
landing, with suitable supply facilities, open to all on equal terms; and (e) 
accomplish and maintain at local expense alterations as required in water 


supply and other facilities. They are willing to furnish the items of local 
cooperation. 


Remarks.—The report is pending before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors. The fish and wildlife benefits are being reevaluated at the request of 
the regional office of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Colonel Smirn. This concerns improvement of Rye Harbor, N.H., 
located on the Atlantic coast of New Hampshire, about 5 miles south 
of Portsmouth Harbor. 

The report is being prepared in response to a resolution by the 
House Public Works Committee adopted July 19, 1956. The report 
was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on 
March 30, 1960. There is no Federal project in this area. 

The State of New Hampshire has constructed two breakwaters, 
each about 500 feet long with an elevation of 6 feet above high water. 

The town of Rye is an important summer resort. The main indus- 
tries are recreation boating and lobster fishing. 

Waterborne commerce averaged 57 tons annually in 1955 and 1956, 
and consisting entirely of lobsters. 

The local interests desire a depth of 10 feet in the harbor and in 
the entrance channel and the removing of rock shoals in the approach 
to the entrance, and relocation or extension of the existing break- 
waters to protect the harbor so as to reduce danger from storms. 
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After careful consideration of the problem and the desires of the 
local interests it was found that the extension of the breakwaters and 
the removal of the rock shoals could not be economically justified. 

The Chief of Engineers proposes to recommend improvement of 
Rye Harbor, to provide for dredging a channel 100 feet wide and 10 
feet deep for a distance of 600 feet through the entrance, thence 8 
feet deep for a distance of 1,700 feet within the harbor; dredging two 
5-acre anchorages, one 8 feet deep and the other 6 feet deep; and 
maintaining the existing breakwaters. 

The local interests are required to contribute in cash a percent of 
the first cost of construction due to recreational boating and land en- 
hancement benefits, a contribution estimated at $112,000, to be paid in 
a lump sum prior to the initiation of construction, subject to final ad- 
justment after actual costs have been determined. 

They will have to furnish, without cost to the United States, title 
to the breakwaters constructed by local interests and lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and properly diked spoil disposal areas necessary for 
the construction oan maintenance, and to hold and save the United 
States free from damages and to provide and maintain an adequate 
public landing with suitable supply facilities open to all on equal 
terms, and to accomplish and maintain at local expense, alterations, as 
required in the way of water supply and other facilities. 

They are willing to furnish these items of local cooperation. 

The total estimated first cost of construction is $350,000, of which 
$238,000 is Federal and $112,000 is non-Federal. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

The proposed report is being prepared for submission to the State 
and Federal agencies for comment. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, it would not be possible to ask for 
and receive the report from the agencies and the Bureau of the Budget 
unless it should last beyond the middle of July, that is, this session of 
Congress ? 

Colonel Smiru. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Colonel Smith, for your re- 
port this morning and previously, which has been very well thought 
out and presented, as have those of all of the other witnesses. 

Colonel Giesen ? 

(The justification follows :) 


ILLINOIS WATERWAY, ILL. AND IND. 
(H. Doc. 31, 86th Cong.) 


Location —The Illinois Waterway provides a channel for barge navigation 
oa the Mississippi River, 38 miles above St. Louis, and Lake Michigan at 

icago. 

Report authorized by.—House Rivers and Harbors Committee resolution 
adopted March 16, 1943; Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
March 24, 1956. 

Existing project.—Provides for nine locks and six dams; navigation channel 
9 feet deep in the Illinois and Des Plaines Rivers from the mouth of the Illinois 
River to Lockport, a distance of 291.1 miles; upstream extension and branch 
channels 9 feet deep in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal, Chicago River, 
Calumet-Sag Channel, Little Calumet River, Calumet River, and Grand Calumet 
River; and appurtenant improvements including bridge changes. The project 
is complete except for construction of two locks, one on Calumet River and the 
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other on Grand Calumet River and improvements of the branch channel in the 
Grand Calumet River. 

Navigation problem.—Commerce on the Illinois River has increased since the 
improved waterway to Chicago was opened from about 1.7 million tons in 
1935 to 21.4 million tons in 1955. Most of the traffic delays now occur at the 
locks because many tows require rearrangement to permit a single lockage 
and the larger tows must make a double lockage. The congestion at the locks 
resulting from these delays will be more critical as the traffic increases. 

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of existing projeet to pro- 
vide for construction of supplemental locks, 110 feet wide and 1,200 feet long, 
at the seven existing lock sites on the Illinois and Des Plaines Rivers. (The 
first two locks estimated to be needed by 1968 and the last three by 1977.) 


Estimated cost (price level of January 1957) 


I a si aa ah Oe ee Sa a EE a $114, 652, 000 
Project economics 

epee “ee £32) aT ee a te ee iinmmaewnweoaae ee $4, 594, 000 

Annual benefits: All transportation savings__._-__.___._--_---__-__-_ 22, 320, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio.—4.9. 

Local cooperation.—Provided that prior to construction local interests agree 
that they will assume title to, and maintain and operate the new bridge across 
the lower approach to the Brandon Road lock when the bridge is placed in service. 

Comments of State and Federal agencics.— 

Fish and Wildlife Service: No interest in project. 
State of Illinois: Concurs in conclusions and recommendations. 

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—Notes that commerce on the water- 
way has increased at a rapid rate since 1935; however, it states that a projec- 
tion of the past rate of growth is by no means certain. The Bureau of the 
Budget does not question the economic justification, but considers authoriza- 
tion 10 to 19 years in advance of the need is premature and accordingly urges 
that the report be regarded only as a study of future need, and that the esti- 
mates on commerce and average tons per lockage be brought up to date ina 
future report to Congress in 5 years. 





Colonel Girsen. Mr. Chairman, I am prepared on the Tlinois 
Waterway and the other items that Senator Cooper asked about 
yesterday. 

(Amendment to H.R. 7634 is as follows :) 


(H.R. 7634, 86th Cong., 24 sess.] 


AMENDMENT Intended to be proposed by Mr. Dirksen to the bill (H.R. 7634) 
authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes, 
viz: On page 5, between lines 15 and 16, insert the following : 


Illinois Waterway, Illinois and Indiana: House Document Numbered 31, 
Kighty-sixth Congress, at an estimated cost of $114,652,000 ; 

Colonel Giesen. This report on the Illinois Waterway was pre- 
pared in response to House and Senate resolutions adopted in March 
of 1943 and March of 1956, respectively. 

The interim report was submitted to Congress on September 3, 1958, 
and printed as House Document No. 31, 86th Congress, Ist. session. 

The existing project provides for a 9- foot nav igation channel from 
the Mississippi River at Grafton northeasterly to Lake Michigan at 
Chicago, by a system of locks and dams and channel dredging. The 
total length of this Illinois Waterway is about 291 miles. There - 
presently seven locks from Lockport south, which are involved 1 
this interim report. There are two more locks at Chicago Hattist 
area which are not included in this report. These seven locks are 
presently 110 feet wide, 600 feet long. 
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There are 13 principal cities along the waterway, all of which are 
highly industrialized and particularly the city of Chicago. There 
are many terminals along the waterway, the majority of them being 
located in the Chicago area. Commerce on the waterway has increased 
steadily since the improvement was opened in 1935. In that year 
about. 1,700,000 tons used the waterway, and that has increased in 
1956 to 23.4 million tons. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if you could repeat that statement right 
there. 

Golonel Grrsen. When the waterway was opened in 1935, the com- 
merce was 1,700,000 tons and by 1956 it had grown to 23,400,000 tons. 

Senator Kerr. That is the latest estimate that you have on that? 

Colonel Griesen. I have the 1958 figures. They are, however, 
slightly less due to the recession occurring in 1958. The figure then 
was only 20.6 million tons. About 85 percent of the commerce above 
Loekport is upbound. 

Senator Kerr. It is what? 

Colonel Gresen. About 85 percent of the commerce above Lockport, 
that is the upper of the locks concerned here, is upbound commerce. 
The principal commodities on the waterway are coal, petroleum prod- 
ucts, sand, gravel, grain, sulfur and iron and steel products, 

The commerce moves in large multiple barge tows with draft of 
about 8.5 feet. Under present conditions, these must be double locked, 
causing considerable delay. 

Senator Kerr. What do you mean by “double locked” ? 

Colonel Gresen. The tows are so large that the 600-foot length of 
the lock is insufficient to accommodate them, so they must be split 
and locked through twice. 

Senator Kerr. You have to take two swipes at it ? 

Colonel Gresen. It is in two operations; yes, sir. 

The practical capacity of the existing locks is estimated at 29.8 mil- 
lion tons annually. The proposed supplemental locks would provide 
accommodation for predicted traffic of 55 million tons annually by the 
year 2000. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide for construction of supplemental locks 110 feet 
wide by 1,200 feet long at these seven existing lock sites on the Illinois 
and Des Plaines River 

Senator Kerr. By supplemental, you mean to eliminate the existing 
locks ? 

Colonel Gresen. No, sir; this would have the effect of twinning those 
locks to provide the supplemental lock alongside the existing one in 
the same manner that now exists on the upper Mississippi River and 
as We are providing in the replacement structures on the Ohio. 

Senator Kerr. I see. You would just have double locks. 

Colonel Grrsen. Double locks, one 600 feet long and one 1,200 feet 
long, side by side. 

Senator Kerr. The lock to be constructed would be the one 1,200 
feet in length ? 

Colonel Gresen. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. What is the difference in elevation between Chicago 
and Grafton ? 
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Colonel] Gixsen. I don’t have the elevations right here. It is on the 
map. 
tt is 579 feet from sea level to Lockport, sir, which is right here 
[indicating on map]. There is a slight difference above that, as I 
recall, of about 3 feet only. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the lift is how much? 

Colonel Gresen. In the neighborhood of 580 feet. That is feet 
above sea level. You start at 419 elevation and go up to 579. I am 
sorry, sir, I read it wrong. It is about 160 feet elevation. 

Senator Kerr. That is the difference between the elevation at 
Grafton and at Lockport ? 

Colonel Grrsen. Yes, sir; that is the Mississippi River below 
LaGrange lock. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Colonel. 

The first of these two locks recommended for replacement. is esti- 
mated to be needed by 1968, the last three by 1977, in an orderly 
program for improvement of this waterway. 

The estimated first cost based on 1957 price levels is $114,652,000, 
Annual charges are $4,594,300, and the annual benefits, $22,520,000, 
for a benefit-to-cost ratio of 4.9 to 1. 

Local interests are required to assume title to and maintain and 
operate a new bridge which would be constructed across the lower 
approach at the Brandon Road lock. 

The State of Illinois favors the project. The Bureau of the Budget 
comments of 1958 note that the commerce on the waterway has in- 
creased at a rapid rate since 1935. However, it states that a projec- 
tion of the past rate of growth is by no means certain. The Bureau 
of the Budget does not question the economic justification, but con- 
siders authorization 10 to 19 years in advance of the need as pre 
mature, and accordingly urges that the report be regarded only asa 


TOT a ck ramnan 


study of future need, and that the estimates on commerce and average © 


tons per lockage be brought up to date in a future report to Congress 
in about 5 years. 
Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Colonel. I will include in 
the record at this point a letter by Senator Dirksen on this project. 
U.S. SENATE, April 28, 1960. 
Hon. Roserr S. Kerr, . 


Chairman, Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Committee 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: On April 14, 1960, I proposed an amendment to the 


House-passed bill (H.R. 7634) authorizing the construction, repair, and preserva: | 


tion of certain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
and for other purposes, which is presently pending before the Senate Committee | 


on Public Works. 


The purpose of the amendment is to authorize the construction of seven sup | 


plemental locks on the Illinois Waterway at Lockport, Brandon Road, Marseilles, 
Dresden Island, Starved Rock, Peoria, and La Grange. The bill as it passed 
the House did not include an item providing for the authorization of these dupli- 
cate locks. The proposal has been approved by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, and the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 

The Illinois Waterway extends from the Mississippi River about 38 miles above 
St. Louis, Mo., to Chicago, Ill., a distance of approximately 326 miles. It pro- 
vides the connection between the Mississippi-Ohio Rivers navigation system and 
the Great Lakes. The waterway is completely canalized, and comprises the 
following segments: 

The Illinois River from its mouth at Grafton to the confluence of the Kankakee 
River and the Des Plaines River; the Des Plaines River to Lockport, III; the 
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Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal to Sag Junction; and the Calumet-Sag project 
which provides for a connection to the deep-draft project at Lake Calumet, the 
upper limit of Calumet Harbor via the Calumet-Sag Channel, the Little Calumet 
River, and the Calumet River. 

An alternative route to Lake Michigan is also provided from Sag Junction to 
the Chicago Harbor via the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal and the Chicago 
River. A further connection to Lake Michigan is provided by the portion of the 
Calumet-Sag project which connects the Little Calumet River to the deep-draft 
Indiana Harbor via the Grand Calumet River. 

There are several related public works projects affecting water transportation 
which increase the importance of the Illinois Waterway, viz, the St. Lawrence 
Seaway, the Calumet-Sag enlargement project; major harbor and terminal fa- 
cilities improvements in the metropolitan area of Chicago; and various other 
navigation improvement proposals on the inland waterway system. 

The proposed locks on the Illinois Waterway would be 1,200 feet long and 110 
feet — in contrast to the existing locks which are 110 feet wide but only 600 
feet long. 

The rapid and steady growth of traffic on the waterway has made it one of 
the most heavily used major inland waterway routes of the United States. Fur- 
thermore, it is the only regularly used route connecting the Great Lakes with 
the Mississippi Valley system of waterways. 

It should be noted that the St. Lawrence Seaway links by water all of the big 
cities on all of the Great Lakes, and for that matter on the Atlantic coast. The 
river system reaches every major inland city except Indianapolis, Ind., as far 
east as Pittsburgh, Pa. It ties in with Minneapolis to the north, and directly 
to not only New Orleans, but Texas and Florida on the south, plus the open seas 
there. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the Illinois Waterway is a project of national, 
rather than local, significance. 

The annual transportation savings from the proposal is estimated at about $22 
million, and the benefit-to-cost ratio is estimated at approximately 4.9 to 1. The 
ratio benefits to cost are high because the transportation savings reflect use of 
the Illinois Waterway system, comprising not only the proposed system of dupli- 
cate locks, but all of the other features of the existing waterway. While the 
existing system has produced large transportation savings, traffic in excess of the 
capacity of the present single locks can develop only if the duplicate locks are 
provided. In addition, substantive unevaluated benefits will also result from 
reduction in delays at the locks and the elimination of the possibility of sudden 
shutdown on the waterway system due to a major failure or accident at any lock. 

Inasmuch as the ratio benefits are highly favorable, and in view of the antici- 
pated growth of traffic, I urge the committee, in the interest of economy, to favor- 
ably consider my amendment to permit orderly planning and programing at this 
time. Action now will eliminate the possibility of future increased planning and 
construction costs of the proposed duplicate lock system. 

Respectfully submitted. 


EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN. 
LYNN CAMP CREEK, CORBIN, KY. 


Senator Kerr. Now you have some information there on the other 
projects of Senator Cooper. 

Colonel Gresen. Yes, sir; Lynn Camp Creek and Little Sandy. 
Those are two of them. 

Senator Kerr. Are there others? 

Colonel Gresen. Two more. 

Senator Coorer. I might start out with Lynn Camp Creek. 

I know several years ago Senator Clements and I introduced a 
resolution asking for a survey report on this local flood control proj- 
ect. I now ask if all reports from the Government agencies in the 
State of Kentucky are in order, so that authorization of this project 
may be made. 


Senator Kerr. They are on Lynn Creek, as the colonel said. 
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LITTLE SANDY RIVER AND TYGARTS CREEK, KY. 


Senator Cooper. My next inquiry goes to the Little Sandy project. 
And I want to ask the same question, what reports from the agencies 
have been received ¢ 

Senator Kerr. We have no reports from the agencies. 

Colonel Girsen. That is correct, no reports received from the agen- 
cles as yet. 

Senator Coorer. What is the benefit-cost ratio on that project ? 

Colonel Gresen. 1.25, sir. 

Senator Cooper. If the reports are received in time, would it be 
ready for authorization? 

Senator Kerr. It would be ready for consideration. We cannot 
forecast what the reports would be. 

Senator Cooper. Considering that they are favorable. 

Colonel Girsen. Yes, sir. 


LAUREL RIVER PROJECT, KENTUCKY 


Senator Cooper. One project I want to ask about is the Laurel 
River project. 

Senator Krrr. Now is that in your list, Colonel ? 

Colonel Girsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Coorrer. The reason I raise this question, Mr. Chairman—— 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to find it here. 

Colonel Girsen. It is not on the list you have, it is on the list of 
questions Senator Cooper asked about yesterday. 

Senator Cooper. I want to get it in the bill. 

In 1954 Senator Clements and I introduced a resolution asking 
for this survey and report. On April 1 the public notice was given 
by the division engineer that the report had been completed at the 
district and division level and that the Board of Engineers would 
hold their hearing on April 22, which is tomorrow. Can you state 
what the benefit-cost ratio is on that project ? 

Colonel Grresen. Yes, sir; I am prepared to give a very brief de- 
scription of it along with that if you would like, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Girsen. This report, of course, has been prepared in re- 
sponse to the resolution of this committee and the House committee. 

The Laurel River is an upper tributary of the Cumberland River, 
and is located in the south central part of Kentucky. It flows into 
Lake Cumberland, which has been created by the Wolf Creek Dam. 
This project was studied to provide flood control, power, and other 
benefits which would provide maximum utilization of the water re- 
sources of the basin. 

The reporting officers have developed a plan which would provide 
for a dam 2.3 miles above the mouth of the Laurel River. The dam 
would be 285 feet high with a total storage of 443,700 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. What size would the reservoir be, generally speaking. 

Colonel Gresen. Let’s see if I have an acreage figure. About 6,000 
acres, sir, as I recall. 

Senator Coorrer. 75,000 acre-feet ? 
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Colonel Giresen. No, the total storage in the reservoir is larger than 
that. 

Senator Cooper. It says the minimum pool with an elevation of 962 
feet would have an area of 3,350 acres; is that correct / 

Colonel Girsen. That is minimum pool. That is a minimum pool 
of 3,000 acres, a maximum pool of about 6,000 acres. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel Grrsen. As I stated, the acre-feet storage capacity is 443,- 
700 acre-feet. Of this, 75,300 acre-feet would be allocated for flood 
control, 194,100 acre-feet for power, and the balance of 174,300 acre- 
feet. would be permanent storage. 

The powerplant would have a rated capacity of 47,000 kilowatts, 
and would produce 56 million kilowatt-hours annually. The cost 
of the project as recommended by the reporting officers is estimated 
at’ $21,900,000. Annual charges in their report are $992,800; an- 
nual benefits, $1,113,900 for a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.12. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of 
Engineers are considering the project. Advance copies of the report 
have been sent to State and Federal agencies and the Bureau of the 
Budget. However, no comments have yet been received from these 
agencies. 

Senator Kerr. Do you send advance copies of these reports before 
the Rivers and Harbors Board acts ? 

Colonel Girsen. Only in certain instances, it is not normal pro- 
cedure. 

Senator Kerr. What are the certain instances ? 

We were talking awhile ago, Colonel Smith was, about Ocracoke 
Inlet, N.C., and Rye Harbor, and he indicated that in view of the 
fact that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, I don’t be- 
lieve, had acted on Rye Harbor, had it, Colonel ? 

Colonel Smiru. Yes, sir; the Rivers and Harbors Board had just 
completed its report. 

Senator Kerr. But the request for comments was not sent out until 
it did finish its report ? 

Colonel Smirn. That is correct. After the Rivers and Harbors 
Board completes its report it is sent out to the State and Federal 
agencies. 

Senator Kerr. I see. When were they sent out in connection with 
this project, Colonel ? 

Colonel Gresen. They were sent out on this project on the 11th of 
March of this year. 

Mr. Wertnxavrr. These were sent out—this is not the normal pro- 
cedure, but they were sent out with qualifying language pointing out 
that it had not been considered by the Rivers and Harbors Board. 

The usual procedure is to send out these advance copies at the time 
the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers is prepared and sent 
to the States and interested Federal agencies. At that time the 
Bureau of the Budget gets its advance copy, giving it time prior to 
the receipt of the State and Federal agency comments to work on 
the reports. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, then, if they are sent out, as has been 
the case here, it has to be on the basis of presuming certain findings, 
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presuming certain actions by the Rivers and Harbors Board, and 
presuming certain recommendations by the Chief ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. No, sir; merely to give them the division and 
district reports, the latter being quite long in order to give them the 
necessary time to look into these reports. They do not have the 
Rivers and Harbors Board report, nor do they have the proposed 
report of the Chief of Engineers. We have not received comments 
from the agencies and ostensibly they are waiting for the proposed 
report of the Chief of Engineers and the Rivers and Harbors Board 
before they send the official comments. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Colonel] Gresen. That concludes my statement on that project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Any further questions on this project ? 

‘Senator Cooprr. Now, as I understand it. 

The matter is before the Board of Engineers. We have to await 
their findings, the findings of the Chief, and the reports of the various 
agencies of the State. 

Colonel Gresen. That is correct. 


BARKLEY RESERVOIR, KY. 


Senator Kerr. What is the other ? 

Senator Coorrer. The Barkley Reservoir. 

It has been reported, at least I have had a report from Congressman 
Stubblefield of the First District, that the corps is not now taking 
property. Isthere any reason for that? 

Does the corps have funds for the taking of property necessary for 
the construction of the dam along the reservoir ? 

Colonel Girsen. We have a program of acquiring lands that has 
been in effect down there. We have money for it in the 1960 appro- 
priations, we have requested additional funds in 1961 for that pur- 
pose. And it should be continuing. 

It may be that some given area has been held up for some reason. 
But in general, the project is continuing with land acquisition. 

Senator Coorrer. One other question. It is correct, is it not, that 
there is a million dollars in the 1961 budget for the acquisition of lands 
for the fish and wildlife reserve in Lyon County ? 

Colonel Giresen. That is correct, our 1961 budget request includes 4 
million dollars for that purpose. 

Senator Coorer. You will remember that the original estimate of 
lands to be acquired was around 14,000 to 15,000 acres? 

Colonel Girsen. For replacement of the wildlife refuge? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. 

Colonel Gresen. I don’t believe that the original document. con- 
tained an estimate of acreage as such prepared by the corps. There 
were some comments in it by the Fish and Wildlife Service that may 
have had such a figure in it, Idon’t recall it offhand. 

Senator Coorer. But now you propose to aequire about 5,800 acres! 

Colonel Gresen. Above that land which is required for project pur- 
poses, there will be an addition of about 5,373 acres. 

Senator Coorrr. The fish and wildlife agency has decided that it 
must acquire this particular area in order to have a place for wild 
fowl, and so forth ? 
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Colonel Gresen. Yes, sir; their studies indicate that this is needed 
acreage to replace that lost by the creation of Barkley Reservoir, for 
migratory waterflowl. 

Senator Coorrer. Depending upon that determination, the Corps of 
Engineers will take whatever steps are necessary to acquire the needed 
land within the limits of the 5,800 acres; is that correct ? 

Colonel Giesen. Subject to receipt of funds for that purpose; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Coorer. Well, funds are included in the budget request? 

Colonel Girsen. In the 1961 budget request for that purpose, yes. 

Senator Cooper. You are familiar with the fact that some residents 
of that area have protested the taking of this particular tract of land, 
are you not ? 

Colonel Girsen. Yes, sir; we are familiar with that. 

Senator Cooper. You will remember that Senator Morton and I and 
Congressman Stubblefield asked that the need for the taking of this 
ore land be reviewed. I understand that Congressman Stub- 

lefield has asked that the corps and the fish and wildlife agency look 
into the possibility of using another track of land for this purpose; 
is that correct ? 

Colonel Gresen. That is correct. I undestand that that is being 
looked into, sir. 

Senator Coorrr. I would just like to say, in view of the fact that 
we have had several meetings with the corps, and also with the fish 
and wildlife agency, that I think I speak for Senator Morton as well 
as myself when I say that whatever findings the corps and the fish and 
wildlife agency make about the need of this particular tract of land 
for the replacement of the area of the fish and wildlife reserve, we will 
support that. We are for it. 

We have done our duty as we see it in asking that this study be 
made, but if you and the agency find that you need it, we have no 
further question about it. 

Senator Kerr. We are going to have a hearing, as we talked about 
here a little while, in which we are going to ask the corps to advise 
us on the plan of the taking of land and the plan of the valuation, 
and so forth. And I would think that it would be very appropriate 
at that time, both to the corps and the fish and wildlife people, to come 
and tell us what their procedure is in the matter of arriving at a 
decision to take a certain area over and beyond the project area for 
fish and wildlife purposes, because, as I understand it, sometimes that 
is done, or maybe often, when there is no specific authorization for 
it in the legislation concerning the property. 

Colonel Gresen. In this particular project, Mr. Chairman, that was 
provided for, since the Kentucky national wildlife area was being 
considerably reduced by the creation of Barkley Lake. 

Senator Kerr. That was specifically provided for in the authorizing 
legislation ? 

Colonel Gresen. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that creates one situation. 

However, I think it would be appropriate even then for them to 
enlighten us on their reaction and the procedure under such legislative 
authorization, and certainly I am keenly interested in being better 
informed as to the procedure where there is no specific authorization 
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or language in the authorizing legislation about acquiring land for 
fish and wildlife. 

Colonel Gresen. I understand, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is that all, Senator ? 

Senator Coorrr. Yes, sir. I would say—but he has already said 
it—there is a specific authorization for the project. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

All right, we will hear from Mr. Carter Page on the Merced River 
development and the Mokelumne River. 


STATEMENT OF CARTER PAGE, CHIEF, PLANNING DIVISION, 
CIVIL WORKS OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Paar. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Carter Page, Chief of the Planning Division, Civil Works Office, 
Chief of Engineers. 

(S. 309 and letter dated July 27, 1959, from Wilber M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army, to Chairman Chavez, and comments of the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget on S. 309, 
follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
July 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 309, 86th Congress, a bill authorizing 
a monetary contribution for the flood control accomplishments of the multi- 
purpose Merced River development, including the Bagby, New Exchequer, and 
Snelling Dams and Reservoirs, proposed to be constructed on the Merced River 
by the Merced Irrigation District of the State of California. 

This bill would authorize a monetary contribution toward the construction 
cost of the multiplepurpose Merced River development, including the Bagby, 
New Exchequer, and Snelling Dams, proposed to be constructed on the Merced 
River by the Merced Irrigation District of California. ‘The contribution would 
be in recognition of the flood control accomplishments of the development and 
would be in an amount to be determined by the Secretary of the Army in co- 
operation with the irrigation district, subject to a finding by the Secretary, 
approved by the President, of economic justification for allocation of the amount 
to flood control. The bill provides that, prior to making the contribution, this 
Department and the irrigation district shall have entered into an agreement 
providing for operation of the dams in such manner as will produce the flood 
control benefits upon which the contribution is based. 

The Department of the Army interposes no objection to the above-mentioned 
bill. 

The Chief of Engineers has authority for, and work is underway on, a survey 
of Merced River, Calif. This study will include consideration of the plans of 
Merced Irrigation District, including the desirability and amount of any contri- 
bution by the Federal Government for flood control. Completion and submission 
of the survey report to Congress will require about 18 months following receipt of 
estimates and design and operation data to be furnished to the Corps of Engi- 
neers by the irrigation district. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of a similar report on a companion bill, H.R. 1348. However, the 
Bureau also invites attention to its letter to the committee dated July 8, 1959, 
wherein the Bureau states that it would favor enactment of S. 309 if amended as 
specified in the letter to make the legislation consistent with the terms of a draft 
bill to provide uniform cost sharing on flood control projects, transmitted by the 
Bureau to the Congress on May 5, 1959, introduced as S. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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[S. 309, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing a monetary contribution for the flood-control accomplishments of the 
multipurpose Merced River development, including the Bagby, New Exchequer, and 
Snelling Dams and Reservoirs, proposed to be constructed on the Merced River by the 
Merced Irrigation District of the State of California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, in recognition of the flood-control 
accomplishments of the multiple-purpose Merced River development including 
the Bagby, New Exchequer, and Snelling Dams and Reservoirs, proposed to be 
constructed on the Merced River by the Merced Irrigation District of California, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated a monetary contribution toward 
the construction cost of such development and the amount of such contribution 
shall be determined by the Secretary of the Army in cooperation with the 
Merced Irrigation District, subject to a finding by the Secretary of the Army, 
approved by the President, of economic justification for allocation of the amount 
of flood control, such funds to be administered by the Secretary of the Army, 
Provided, That prior to making the monetary contribution or any part thereof, 
the Department of the Army and the Merced Irrigation District shall have 
entered into an agreement providing for operation of the dams and reservoirs 
in such manner as will produce the flood-control benefits upon which the mone- 
tary contribution is predicated, and such operation of the dams and reservoirs 
for flood control shall be in accordance with rules prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Army pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 (58 Stat. 890): Provided further, That the funds appropriated under this 
authorization shall be administered by the Secretary of the Army in a manner 
which shall assure that the annual Federal contribution during the project con- 
struction period does not exceed the percentage of the annual expenditure for 
dams and reservoirs which the total flood-control contribution bears to the 
total cost of the dams and reservoirs: And provided further, That, unless con- 
struction of the development is undertaken within four years from the date of 
enactment of this Act, the authority for the monetary contribution contained 
herein shall expire. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., July 8, 1959. 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 16, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 309, a bill authorizing a 
monetary contribution for the flood control accomplishments of the multiple- 
purpose Merced River development, including the Bagby, New Exchequer, and 
Snelling Dams and Reservoirs, proposed to be constructed on the Merced River by 
the Merced Irrigation District of the State of California. 

The bill would authorize a Federal contribution for costs allocated to flood 
control by the Merced Irrigation District. The bill stipulates that the amount 
of such constribution shall be determined by the Secretary of the Army in 
cooperation with the Merced Irrigation District subject to a finding by the 
Secretary of the Army, approved by the President, of the economic justification 
for allocation of the amount for flood control. 

The President recommended to the Congress in his January budget message 
that legislation be enacted to establish uniform cost sharing standards for flood 
protection projects. A draft bill to accomplish this purpose was transmitted to 
the President of the Senate by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget on 
May 5, 1959, and has been introduced in the Senate as S. 2060. In general it is 
proposed that non-Federal interests would bear at least 30 percent of project 
first costs allocated to flood prevention as well as all operation and maintenance 
costs allocated to flood prevention for all projects not yet under construction. In 
the case of reservoirs producing widespread benefits, non-Federal interests would 
participate only to the extent that flood prevention benefits are significant and 
accrue to identifiable groups. 
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In order to make the Federal flood control contribution for the Merced River 
development consistent with the terms of S. 2060 it would be necessary to add a 
provision to S. 309 substantially as follows: 


“and provided further, That the monetary contribution shall be calculated so 
that the Federal Government shall pay only 70 per centum of that part of the 
flood control allocation attributable to significant flood control benefits to 
identifiable groups of beneficiaries and 100 per centum of the remaining flood 
control allocation.” 


The Bureau of the Budget would favor enactment of S. 309 if it is amended 
as indicated above. 
Sincerely yours, 
PuHILuip S. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1959, 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ. 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 309, a bill authorizing a monetary contribution for the flood- 
control accomplishments of the multipurpose Merced River development, includ- 
ing the Bagby, New Exchequer, and Snelling Dams and Reservoirs, proposed to 
be constructed on the Merced River by the Merced Irrigation District of the 
State of California. 

This Department would have no objection to the enactment of the bill. 

S. 309 would authorize a grant of Federal funds to the Merced Irrigation Dis- 
trict, California, which would equal that portion of the costs of constructing the 
Merced River development, including the Bagby, New Exchequer, and Snelling 
Dams and Reservoirs, which are determined by the Secretary of the Army and 
approved by the President, to be properly allocable to flood-control benefits. The 
development would be required to be undertaken by the Merced Irrigation Dis- 
trict within 4 years of the date of the enactment of the proposal or the authority 
of 8S. 309 would expire. 

Since S. 309 would impose no responsibility on the Department, and since the 
proposed agreement with regard to the grant would be administered by the De- 
partment of the Army, we make no comment with regard to the provisions of 
this bill. It would appear, however, that Federal assistance to this locally 
sponsored development on the basis of those flood-control benefits which are 
normally considered to be a Federal responsibility is consistent with the ad- 
ministration’s policy of encouraging local initiative in the development of our 
resources to the greatest possible extent. 

It is our understanding that the district has filed an application with the 
Federal Power Commission for a license to construct the three dams named in 
the bill. Under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 
Stat. 401, as amended ; 16 U.S.C., sec. 661, et seq.), consideration is thus required 
to be given in connection with this proposed multipurpose development to the 
conservation and development of the fish and wildlife resources affected thereby. 
This Federal interest, which is a responsibility of the Department of the Interior, 
can be adequately provided for under existing statutory authority. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised this Department that while there is 
no objection to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, the Bureau 
of the Budget has registered its views concerning the establishment of uniform 
cost-sharing standards for flood-control projects with your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Senator Kerr. Defore you proceed, Mr. Page, yesterday we had 
some statements by Senator Johnson on the Cochiti and Galisteo Dams 
in Mexico, and the corps was asked for comment, and it has been 


received in the form of a letter from General Cassidy and will be: 


placed in the record as though it were inserted at the time and in con- 
nection with the statements by Senator Johnson. 
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Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Page. 

Mr. Pace. Mr. Chairman, the bill S. 309, which you have under 
consideration, would authorize a monetary contribution by the Fed- 
eral Government toward the construction costs of the multipurpose 
development on the Merced River in California, including Bagby, 
New Exchequer, and Snelling Dams, which are proposed to be con- 
structed by the Merced Irrigation District of California. The con- 
sideration would be in recognition of the flood control accomplish- 
ments of the development, and would be in an amount determined 
by the Secretary of the Army in cooperation with the irrigation dis- 
trict, and subject to approval by the Secretary of the Army and the 
President. 

The bill provides that prior to making this contribution, this De- 
partment—the Department of the Army—and the irrigation district, 
shall have entered into an agreement providing for the operation of 
the dams in such manner as will produce the flood control benefits on 
which the contribution is based. 

The Secretary of the Army in his report to this committee on July 
27, 1959, reported that the Department of Army had no objection to 
the above-mentioned bill. 

The Chief of Engineers has authority for, and work is now under- 
way on, a survey of the Merced River. This will include consideration 
of the plan of the Merced Irrigation District and will eventually re- 
sult in determination of the amount of the Federal contribution to this 

roject. 

. The Department’s report in favor of this bill has been cleared by 
the Bureau of the Budget, with a reference to the bill S. 2060 which, 
as you know, deals with cost sharing in these matters. 

That is my statement, Senator. I would be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Senator Kerr. Now the Bureau of the Budget has recommended 
certain amendments, hasn’t it ? 

Mr. Pace. The only one that I know of, sir, in connection with this 
bill, is the one with reference to their proposal in the bill S. 2060, 
which dealt with cost sharing, and a request that this be considered. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. That is fine, Mr. Page, and we thank you 
for your statement on S. 309. 

(Additional information furnished by the Corps of Engineers at 
the request of the committee :) 


Merced River development—Preliminary estimate of cost 


Total project cost__..__.__...-_.-......_..—--_-. $90, 000, 000 to $130, 000, 000. 
IE Ce isos coins i ticccnceunesceeiniatanntiabaioxlain $10, 000, 000 to $13, 000, 000. 


Note.—Exstimates are extremely preliminary inasmneh as the plan of development con- 
templated by local interests is not completely firm at this time. 


Senator Kerr. Now what about S. 2766? 


MOKELUMNE RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Pacer. Senator, that is a similar bill, which would provide for 
4 similar monetary contribution by the Federal Government to the 
construction of a multiple-purpose dam and reservoir, or dams and 
reservoirs, on the Mokelumne River by the East Bay Municipal Utility: 
District of California. 
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(S. 2766, and letter dated April 19, 1960, Phillip S. Hughes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, to Chairman Chavez, 
follow :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CuHarrMAN: This will acknowledge your request for the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2766, a bill authorizing a monetary contribution 
for the flood control accomplishments of the multiple purpose developments to 
be constructed on the Mokelumne River by the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District of Oakland, Calif. 

The purpose of the bill is clearly indicated by the title. The Federal monetary 
contribution would be determined by the Secretary of the Army in cooperation 
with the East Bay Municipal Utility District, subject to a finding by the Secretary 
of the Army and approval by the President, of economic justification for the 
flood control allocation. 

The President pointed out in his January budget message that it is essential 
that legislation be promptly enacted to establish a consistent basis for cost 
sharing on projects which provide flood protection benefits. HEnactment of §, 
2060, now pending before the Senate Public Works Committee, would meet that 
objective. In general, S. 2060 would require that non-Federal interests receiv- 
ing flood control and flood protection benefits bear at least 30 percent of the 
project construction costs allocated to those purposes as well as all operation and 
maintenance costs assigned to those purposes. In the case of reservoirs pro- 
ducing widespread benefits, non-lederal interests would participate only to the 
extent that flood control and flood prevention benefits are significant and accrue 
to identifiable groups. 

In order to make the Federal flood control contribution for the proposed 
developments on the Mokalumne River consistent with the terms of S. 2060, 
the Bureau of the Budget recommends that a provision be added to S. 2766 at the 
end of section 1 substantially as follows: 


“Provided, That the monetary contribution shall be calculated so that the Federal 

xovernment shall pay no more than 70 per centum of that part of the flood 
control allocation attributable to significant flood control benefits to identifiable 
groups of beneficiaries and no more than 100 per centum of the remaining flood 
control allocation.” 


It is understood that a problem exists in connection with appropriate provision 
for mitigation of damages to fish and wildlife. It is therefore recommended that 
the bill be amended to condition any contributions for flood control on adequate 
provision for mitigation of fish and wildlife damages as follows: 

(@) Insert on page 2, line 3 after “District” the words “and the Secretary 
of the Interior’. 

(b) Insert on page 2, line 21 after the colon, “Provided further, That prior 
to making the monetary contribution or any part thereof, the Department 
of the Army and the East Bay Municipal Utility District shall have en- 
tered into an agreement to provide adequately for mitigation of damages 
to fish and wildlife consistent with the other purposes of the project.” 

The Bureau of the Budget would favor enactment of S. 2776 if amended as 
indicated above. 

Sincerely yours, 

Pri 8. HuGHes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


[S. 2766, 86th Cong., 2d sess: ] 


A BILL Authorizing a monetary contribution for the flood control accomplishments ot 
the multiple purpose developments to be constructed on the Mokelumne River by the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District of Oakland, California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That, in recognition of the flood con- 
trol accomplishments of the multiple purpose dam and reservoir (or dams 
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and reservoirs) proposed to be constructed on the Mokelumne River by the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District of Oakland, California, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated a monetary contribution toward the construction 
cost of such dam and reservoir (or dams and reservoirs) and the amount of such 
contribution shall be determined by the Secretary of the Army in cooperation 
with the East Bay Municipal Utility District, subject to a finding by the Secre- 
tary of the Army, approved by the President, of economic justification for allo- 
cation of the amount of flood control, such funds to be administered by the 
Secretary of the Army: Provided, That the plan of improvement proposed by 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District will afford a degree of flood control 
which in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army is adequate for the Mokelumne 
River as a part of the overall flood control program for the central valley: Pro- 
vided further, That, prior to making the monetary contribution or any part 
thereof, the Department of the Army and the East Bay Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict shall have entered into an agreement providing for operation of the dam 
or dams in such manner as will produce the flood control benefits upon which 
the monetary contribution is predicated, and such operation of the dam or dams 
for flood control shall be in accordance with rules prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Army pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (54 Stat. 890): Provided further, That the funds appropriated under 
this authorization shall be administered by the Secretary of the Army in a 
manner which shall assure that the annual Federal contribution during the 
project construction period does not exceed the percentage of the annual ex- 
penditure for the dam and reservoir (or dams and reservoirs) which the total 
flood control contribution bears to the total cost of the dam and reservoir (or 
dams and reservoirs). 


Mr. Pace. The contribution would be administered by the Secre- 
tary of the Army in a very similar manner to that I have mentioned 
in connection with the Merced bill. 

The Department of the Army also made a favorable report on this 
bill. We pointed out that a serious flood problem exists on the 
Mokelumne River, and that our survey is proceeding. We believe that 
the best development of this river to include the flood control that is 
needed could be obtained by working with the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District in developing this plan. 

We have not received clearance or comments from the Bureau of 
the Budget—— 

Senator Kerr. We have them here this morning. 

Mr. Pace. I understand you have. 

Senator Kerr. And they speak for themselves, and they will be 
made a part of this record. 

Are there any questions. 

(No response. ) 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Page. 

(Additional information furnished by the Corps of Engineers at 
the request of the committee :) 


Mokelumne River development—Preliminary estimate of cost 


TE I a iiss cit campimreei oii Tie $45, 000, 000 to $70, 000, 000. 
PUOUOD COMEMBOUOR aig ccna ccccitssnemieusnck ackine $9, 000, 000 to $10, 000, 000. 


Notr.—Estimates are extremely preliminary inasmuch as the plan of development con- 
templated by local interests is not completely firm at this time. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. McRae. 
NATCHEZ HARBOR, MISS. 


Mr. McRar. Mr. Chairman, I am here to testify on S. 1477, the bill 
fore your committee, which would authorize a flood free port area 
for the harbor of Natchez, Miss. 


44845—60—pt. 315 
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(S. 1477, and letter dated June 22, 1959, Wilber M. Brucker, Sec- 
retary of the Army, to Chairman C have, and letter dated April 3, 
1959, Phillip 8S. Hughes, Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, 
to Chairman Chav ez, follow :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 3, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ. 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr, CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 23, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 1477, a bill to authorize 
the improvement of Natchez Harbor, Miss. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the modification of the project for 
flood control and improvement of the lower Mississippi River to include the 
project for Natchez Harbor, Miss., substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Mississippi River Comumission in Senate Document No. 16, 
86th Congress. 

In a report contained in Senate Document No. 16, 86th Congress, the Missis- 
sippi. River Commission recommended Federal participation in construction of 
a harbor and adjacent port area improvement on the left bank of the Mississippi 
River at Natchez in an area now subject to flood overflow. The cost of the 
work recommended by the commission was estimated at $700,000 of which $437,- 
500 would be apportioned to the United States. After reviewing the report of 
the Mississippi River Commission the Chief of Engineers observed that Natchez 
was located on a reach of the river where access from the existing navigable 
channel is now available as a result of satisfactory natural depths, making 
possible the realization of potential savings by the provision of necessary termi- 
nals. He cited the long-established principle of waterway development that 
the Federal Government provides the navigable channels and that local in- 
terests construct the landside facilities. He expressed the belief that this policy 
is a sound one and that there were no special circumstances warranting a de 
parture therefrom in the case of Natchez Harbor. He recommended that no 
Federal project be adopted for port and terminal developments at Natchez at 
that time. 

The Bureau of the Budget concurs in the views of the Chief of Engineers as 
expressed in Senate Document No, 16, 86th Congress. Accoringly, we recom- 
mend that 8. 1477 not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHIL 8. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
June 22, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Department of the Army with respect to S. 1477, 86th Congress, a bill to 
authorize the improvement of Natchez Harbor, Miss. 

This bill would modify the existing project for the Mississippi River and 
tributaries to provide for improvement of Natchez Harbor, Miss., substantially 
in accordance with the report of the Mississippi River Commission as con: 
tained in Senate Document No. 16, 86th Congress. 

The Department of the Army is opposed to the above-mentioned bill. 

Your attention is invited to the report of the Chief of Engineers dated Sep- 
tember 16, 1958, which is included in Senate Document No. 16. You will note 
that he points out that the project proposed is actually for development of the 
port and terminal area at Natchez and that work normally associated with 
harbor improvement is not required. He states his belief that “the well- 
established basic principle of port development wherein the Federal Govern- 
ment provides the navigable channel and local interests the landside port and 
terminal facilities is a sound one, and there are no special circumstances war- 
ranting a departure therefrom in this case.” The Chief of Engineers recom: 
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mends that no Federal project be adopted for port and terminal developments 
at Natchez at this time. 

The estimated cost to the United States for the work proposed in S. 1477 is 

37,500. 
by ae Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. The Bureau also invites attention to its letter to the com- 
mittee dated April 3, 1959, wherein the Bureau recommends that 8S. 1477 not 
be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


[S. 1477, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL To authorize the improvement of Natchez Harbor, Mississippi 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the project for flood control 
and improvement of the lower Mississippi River adopted by the Act approved 
May 15, 1928, as amended and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress, 
is hereby modified and expanded to include the project for Natchez Harbor, 
Mississippi, substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Mis- 
sissipi River Commission in Senate Document Numbered 16, Eighty-sixth Con- 
gress, at an estimated Federal cost of $437,500. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, and the authorization of the 
Lower Mississippi River project is increased accordingly. 

Mr. McRar. Prior to the introduction of the bill, the proposal for 
this port area was studied by the Corps of Engineers in response to a 
resolution of this committee adopted July 30, 1955. The improve- 
ment was recommended by the Mississippi River Commission; how- 
ever, the report of the Chief of Engineers, printed in Senate Docu- 
ment No. 16, 86th Congress, Ist session, was unfavorable to the 
improvement. 

The area under consideration is located on the left bank of the 
Mississippi River downstream from the city limits of Natchez, Miss. 
If enacted, the bill would authorize a levee and pumping station to 
protect the area. 

Other plans were considered in connection with the study, including 
an off-river harbor in the lower reach of St. Catherine’s Creek down- 
stream from the area under consideration in the bill. That was found 
tobe unfavorable. 

_Local interests, in accordance with the Mississippi River Commis- 
sion recommendation, would furnish lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way, relocate roads, railroads, and utilities, and contribute six-tenths 
of | percent of the construction costs—— 

Senator Kerr. How much? 

Mr. McRar. Six percent, correction. 

Senator Kerr. I see here on the tabulation of information non- 
Federal participation would be $260,000 in relation to $440,000 Fed- 
eral. Would that not be the local participation ? 

Mr. McRar. That would not be the contribution, but would be the 
local participation to comply with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion—furnishing lands and constructing the local facilities specified. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. McRar. The Secretary of the Army, in reporting on this bill, 
Wrote to your committee on June 22, 1959, and opposed the legisla- 
tion. The letter of the Secretary of the Army calls attention to a 
report of the Chief of Engineers I previously mentioned. 
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You will note that he points out that the project proposed is actu- 
ally for development of the port and terminal area at Natchez, and 
that work normally associated with harbor improvements is not re- 
quired. He states his belief that the well-established basic principle 
of port development, wherein the Federal Government provides 4 
navigable channel, and local interests, the landside port and terminal 
facilities, is a sound one, and there are no special circumstances war. 
ranting a departure therefrom in this case. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that no Federal project be 
adopted for port and terminal development at Natchez at this time, 


At that time the estimated Federal cost of the project was $437,500, J 
The local port agency has now constructed an approach fill for its [ 
terminal facilities which, if found adequate for a portion of the pro- | 


posed levee, might reduce this cost to $350,000. 
Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. McRae. 
Any questions? 
Noresponse. ) 
Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 
The committee will recess until 9 :30 Monday morning. 


(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at | 


9:30 a.m., onday, April 24, 1960.) 
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MONDAY, APRIL 25, 1960 


U.S. SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
FLoop Contror—RIvers AND Harpors, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:45 a.m., Senator 
Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Long of Hawaii, Case of South Dakota, 
Cooper, and Fong. 

Also present : Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Jordan, Senator Ervin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM ERVIN, JR., A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Senator Ervin. Mr. Chairman, on last Thursday, April 21, 1960, 
your committee heard testimony from Colonel Smith of the Office 
of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, relative to the 
Ocracoke Inlet, N.C., project. I appear today to emphasize the sig- 
nificance of this project which has received favorable recommenda- 
tions from the Corps of Engineers and the Rivers and Harbors Board. 

Although the report of the Chief of Engineers was submitted to 
the official agencies concerned on April 18, 1960, in order to expedite 
action on this project, I have requested prompt action from the De- 
partment of Water Resources of the State of North Carolina, Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and the Bureau of the Budget, and, incidentally, 
Mr. Chairman, I received a copy of a communication from the di- 
rector of the North Carolina Department of Water Resources to the 
Chief of Engineers just this morning bearing date April 22, 1960, and 
giving North Carolina’s approval to this project, and I ask that a 
copy of this letter be included in the record. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Raleigh, N.C., April 22, 1960. 
Hon, Sam J. Ervin, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Ervin: There is enclosed a copy of a letter from this office 
expressing the views of the State of North Carolina with respect to the proposed 
review report of the Chief of Engineers and reports of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, and the district and division engineers, on Ocracoke Inlet, 
N.C., which were referred to the State for comment. 


403 








404 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


The report recommends improvement of Ocracoke Inlet by dredging a channel 
across the bar 18 feet deep by 14 feet wide, and the subsequent construction of a 
jetty if necessary. Its estimated Federal construction cost is $4,623,000, with an 
initial expenditure of $185,000 for dredging and a subsequent expenditure of 
$4,438,000 for a jetty if found necessary. Its benefit-cost ratio is 2.3 for the 
channel and 1.4 for the complete plan of channel and jetty. 

As you so well know, this project is of the utmost importance to the welfare and 
economy of the fishing industry and citizens of the coastal region, and extremely 
beneficial to the entire State. It is our hope that its authorization by the Congress 
may be promptly obtained, and that funds for its construction can be secured at 
an early date. 

It is my understanding that review of this report by the Bureau of Budget and 
the Department of Interior is necessary prior to its submission to Congress. We 
would appreciate any assistance which your office may be able to render in 
securing expeditious action by those agencies in order that the report may be 
placed before the Congress at the current session. 

* With best wishes, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 


Tiarry E. Brown, 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Raleigh, N.C., April 22, 1960. 
Lt. Gen. E. C. ITscunekr, 


Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Arniy, Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL ITSCHNER: This department has reviewed your proposed report, 
together with the reports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and 
of the district and division engineers, on a review of reports on Ocracoke Inlet, 
N.C., which were enclosed with your letter of April 18, 1960. 

The reports have also been reviewed by the State of North Carolina Wildlife 
Resources Commission. It is their opinion that valuable fish and wildlife 
resources of Pamlico Sound would not be adversely affected by the proposed 
improvement of Ocracoke Inlet, and further, that such a project would be of 
significant assistance to the commercial fishing industry. 


It is considered that improvement and stabilization of Ocracoke Inlet as pro- 


posed are of great importance to the economy of the coastal region of North 
Carolina and of the entire State. 


This Department, on behalf of the State of North Carolina, heartily concurs in 
your proposed report and urges accomplishment of the recommendations of the 


Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors at the earliest practicable date. 
Sincerely yours, 


Harry BD. Brown. 

Senator Ervin. Although I am aware that in accordance with ex- 
isting law, the Federal agencies have a period of 90 days in which to 
review and file a report, I hope that time will not be required. 

Pending administrative clearance and recognizing the necessity for 
action at this session of Congress, I respectfully request, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the committee give serious consideration to provisional au- 
thorization of this project contingent upon the receipt of favorable 
Federal administrative reports. 

I would like to report to the committee that I have requested the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget to expedite 
the matter in the hope that the committee will approve this Ocracoke 
Inlet project conditioned upon receipt of favorable action on the part 
of those Federal agencies. 

And before concluding my statement, I would like to say that we 
had hoped that the Rivers and Harbors Board in the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers, would now be ready to consider the proposed 
navigation study to determine the justification for deepening the Wil- 
mington, N.C., Harbor and channel. 
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I have been advised that both the district and division reported fa- 
vorably but that after the report was submitted to the Chief of Engi- 
neers, 1t was felt that some minor additional information was neces- 
sary. I am advised that the report will be returned for this, and it 
is not possible to know today when such information will be resub- 
mitted. I hope it will not be unduly delayed because this improve- 
ment would be another forward step in North Carolina’s port 
development. 

And if we do not get favorable action in time for the Committee to 
act on this Wilmington Harbor project at this time, we will be back 
troubling you at the next session with it. 

Senator Kerr. I would say to the Senator that with that promise 
it is likely that the pendulum might swing in the direction that would 
insure his coming back to us, 

Senator Ervin. We will be entirely satisfied if the Committee will 
approve, contingent upon receipt of favorable communication from 
the Federal agencies, the Ocracoke Inlet project at this time. 

Senator Kerr. The Ocracoke Inlet project is one of the best that 
we heard and we are quite anxious to have enough information before 
us to enable us to do as you have requested. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Jordan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. EVERETT JORDAN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Senator Jorpan. I join my distinguished colleague in his request 
that your subcommittee seriously consider provisional authorization 
of the Ocracoke Inlet project contingent on receipt of favorable ad- 
ministrative reports on it. 

I know that the Engineers testified favorably and at length regard- 
ing this project last week, and I will not burden you by repeating the 
details this morning, except to point out that they assigned the project 
a highly favorable benefit-cost ratio of 2.3 to 1 for the channel dredg- 
ing part alone, and 1.4 to 1 for the jetty and channel together, if it 
subsequently is determined that a jetty is necessary. 

Ocracoke Inlet is of great importance to commercial fishing interests 
working in North Carolina’s rich menhaden waters, and I hope very 
much that this urgently needed project can be authorized during this 
session of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the project for deepening the channel 
and harbor at Wilmington to 40 feet, I want to say for your record 
that I share Senator Ervin’s disappointment, as does our colleague 
in the House, the Honorable Alton Lennon, that this important proj- 
ect is not before you for authorization in the pending omnibus bill. 
T hope that it will encounter no further delays and that the Engineers 
will make their reports on it at the earliest possible time. 

Thank you very much, Senator. I might say that I also received a 
copy from the Department of Water Resources of North Carolina 
along with Senator Ervin and I have asked the other agency to ex- 
pedite the work on their project so that we might have a chance to 
get them in this year. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Jorpan. Thank you, sir. 
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(Communications relating to the California projects follow :) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 29, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: Thank you for your letter of February 24 advising me 
of your plans to schedule testimony of Members of Congress on the omnibus 
rivers and harbors and flood control bill, on or following March 9. 

I respectfully request that the following items be inserted in the bill (H.R. 
7634) : 

1. In title I, section 101, navigation, following line 19, page 6: “Noyo River 
and Harbor, California: House Document Numbered 389, Eighty-sixth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $370,000.” 

2. In title II, flood control, section 204, following line 10, page 15: “Streams in 
Marin County, California, flowing into Richardson Bay, an arm of San Francisco 
Bay, including Coyote Creek and Arroyo Corte Madera del Presidio Creek.” 

The Noyo Harbor item would authorize modification of an existing navigation 
project along lines recommended by local interests and the Chief of Engineers. 

The Marin County flood control item would authorize a survey urgently desired 
by local interests. I am advised the desired survey cannot be authorized by 
House Public Works Committee resolution because there have been no previous 
reports on the area. 

In both cases, I am of course asking your committee to include these author- 
izations in the omnibus bill because the House has already completed action on it. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
CLEM MILLER. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
August 3, 1959. 
Re omnibus public works bill. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers, Harbors, and Flood Control, Public Works 
Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: We offer for the subcommittee’s consideration, and as amendments 
to H.R. 7634, the following California projects, to wit: 
1. The Merced River development (as detailed in S. 309) ; 
2. The Tachevah Creek Basin (as detailed in 8. 4179, 85th Cong., S. Rept. 
2379, passed by Senate Aug. 18, 1958) ; 
3. Noyo River and Harbor (report is ready for transmission). 

The Corps of Engneers, according to our information, has taken a favorable 
position as to each of these very worthwhile projects. California’s unprecedented 
growth, both as to amount and rate, make these projects imperative at this time. 
This committee has always been understanding as to our problems, and with 
no foreseeable abatement in this growth, these types of problems continue to 
arise. 

We respectfully request that you include these matters within the scope of the 
hearings this week. 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas H. Kucuen, U.S. Senator. 
CLAIR ENGLE, U.S. Senator. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Sacramento, April 4, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAvEz: Several bills referred to your committee are of sub- 
stantial interest to the Department of Water Resources of the State of Cali- 
fornia. We would greatly appreciate, therefore, receiving notice of hearings to 
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be held by your committee or any of its subcommittees with respect to these 
bills. The bils are: 
California projects: 
1. Hidden Reservoir, Fresno River—S. 184. 
2. Merced River development—S. 309. 
3. Buchanan Reservoir, Chowchilla River—S. 183. 
4. Mokelumne River development—S. 2766. 
5. Sacramento River flood control project—S. 2913. 
6. Noyo River and Harbor—S. 2881. 
Non-Federal entity cost sharing standards—S. 2060. 
Irrigation assistance, non-Federal municipal and industrial water supply proj- 
ects—S. 13. 
Intangible and power project allocations—S. 1591. 
Evaluation of recreational benefits—S. 159. 
Water quality program—S. 2992. 
Thank you very much. 
Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
August 5, 1959 
Senator Rosert Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors—Flood Control, Public Works 
Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: While I know your subcommittee is well acquainted with the flood 
control problems of California, I wish to transmit for your record in connection 
with H.R. 7634, the omnibus public works authorization bill, the enclosed official 
statement of the position of the State of California regarding the provisions for 
the Los Angeles County comprehensive program and new projects on the Mojave 
River and in the Walnut Creek Basin. 

With warm regards. 

Sincerely, 
THoMAS H. Kuouet, U.S. Senator. 


DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
CALIFORNIA WATER COMMISSION, 
Sacramento, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. THomas H. KucHEL, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KuoHEL: This is in reference to H.R. 7634, an omnibus public 
works authorization bill which has passed the House of Representatives and 
has, or shortly will be, referred to the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

The California Water Commission has examined this bill and finds that it 
provides for the authorization of three extremely important California flood 
control projects. 

They are the Mojave River Basin, San Bernardino County; additional mone- 
tary authorization for the Los Angeles River Basin; and the Walnut Creek 
Basin, Contra Costa County. 

Flood protection is urgently needed in the Mojave River Basin because of 
the transcontinental rail and highway routes, military bases, and general growth 
in the area. The Los Angeles Basin project, being constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers in cooperation with the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, 
is nearing the limit of its present monetary authorization, and requires addi- 
tional authorization so that constructcion can proceed at an economical rate 
toward early completion of the project. The tremendous growth of population 
and industry in the Walnut Creek Basin, both as the “bedroom” of the San 
Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area, and as a part of the vast industrial com- 
plex on the western shore of Suisan Bay and the Carquinez Strait, makes early 
control of devastating floods an immediate requirement. This area suffered tre- 
mendous damages in the floods of 1955 and 1958 

Because of these factors, the commission urgently requests that you bring 
the merits of this measure to the attention of the Senate Public Works Commit- 
tee, and others concerned. 
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Only through new authorizations as well as new starts, can an intelligent, 
consistent, and economical public works program be achieved. 
Your efforts on behalf of such a program for California are greatly 
appreciated. 
Very truly yours, 
JAMES K, Carr, Chairman. 
By WILiiAM M. Caran, Executive Secretary. 


Senator Kerr. Senator Engle. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Eneir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We are certainly glad that California could trust its interest in 
water development programs to a committee headed by the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma, because we know that he has prob- 
lems similar to those in our State and it is unnecessary for us to speak 
about the general philosophy of water development programs through- 
out the country to meet our expanding economy and our population 
growth. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my appreciation to you for the 
consideration which you gave to California in this past year as chair- 
man of the Select Committee on Water Resources when you came to 
our State and held hearings there on our other water problems. 

On this occasion I wish to bring to your attention California’s cur- 
rent need for several new authorizations, in addition to the three proj- 
ects provided in the House bill, H.R. 7634. The three already included 
are the Los Angeles River Basin comprehensive flood control plan, 
which requires an extension of authorization at this time; the Walnut 
Creek flood control plan, in Contra Costa County; and the Mojave 
River flood control plan in San Bernardino County. I will not speak 
further about these because I know the Chief of Engineers has pre- 
sented ample justification and I trust that the projects will be approved 
by the Senate as they were by the House. 

Since the House action last July several other projects have prog- 
ressed to the point where I believe they warrant authorization by this 
Congress. Most of these are the subject of current legislation in the 
form of separate bills which, I would respectfully suggest, be incorpo- 
rated as amendments to the omnibus bill. 

I have in mind, of course, Mr. Chairman, that we will probably not 
have another omnibus bill for some time and therefore hens projects 
that are up to the point where they have been approved by the Army 
Engineers, are, in effect, ready to go, so in the absence of including 
them in the omnibus bill this time, we would have to wait perhaps 2 
years and I hope that would not be necessary. 

The Corps of Engineers, I understand, is favorably inclined toward 
these projects even though the engineering reports in all cases are not 
finally cleared for transmittal to the Congress. The additions which 
I propose are as follows. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to mention these only briefly because there 
are other witnesses here to testify about them. 
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FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 


Merced River: My bill, S. 309, of which Senator Kuchel is coauthor, 
describes the proposal to authorize a Federal contribution for the flood 
control accomplishments of a multipurpose project to be built by the 
Merced Irrigation District. Favorable reports on the bill have been 
presented to you, Mr. Chairman, by the Department of the Army and 
the Department of the Interior, as well as by the Bureau of the 
Budget which proposed a qualifying amendment. Details of the proj- 
ect will be described to you by Mr. Kenneth R. McSwain, the chief 
engineer of the Merced Irrigation District. 

Mokelumne River: This is another local project in the same pattern. 
Senator Kuchel and I have introduced a bill, S. 2766, to authorize a 
Federal contribution for the flood control accomplishments of the 
multipurpose plan being developed on the Mokelumne River by the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District. The corps’ engineering study 
shows, I am told, that although a single-purpose flood control reservoir 
isnot feasible at this time, the proposed multipurpose Comanche Dam 
would provide adequate flood control storage on the river at reason- 
able cost. 

I believe that the corps so reported to you last week in testifying 
favorably on this Mokelumne River proposal. Mr. John W. McFar- 
land, general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, is 
here to provide further information on it, if you wish. An important 
factor which bears serious consideration on the Mokelumne River is 
the problem of conserving the salmon and steelhead runs. The East 
Bay District and the California Department of Fish and Game are 
working on this. I am advised that they expect to present an approved 
plan for protection of the fishery resource before any appropriation is 
sought to implement the flood control authorization now being re- 
quested. Mr. Robert M. Paul, executive secretary of the Sport Fishing 
Institute, is present to speak for our fishery interests with respect to 
the Mokelumne project. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a project which is going to be built by the East 
Bay Utility District. They could build it as a single-purpose project. 
The flood control features could be added. The district gets no money 
out of it and it preempts a site which is the only site left for flood con- 
trol, so it is an important matter to be considered at this time. 

Sacramento River: Senator Kuchel and I also have introduced a bill, 
S. 2913, to extend the authorization of the comprehensive Sacramento 
River flood control project to include urgently needed bank protection 
and channel maintenance work. It is not a new project. It is a sup- 
ere authorization which now has been approved by the Board of 

ngineers for Rivers and Harbors. The 10-year program is estimated 
to cost about $21 million of which $7 million would be provided b 
State and local interests and $14,240,000 would be authorized as Fed. 
eral expenditure. 

Mr. A. N. Murray, the able chief engineer of the State Reclamation 
a of California, is prepared to tell you all you need to know about 
it. 

Tahchevah Creek: This flood control project is required to protect 
the city of Palm Springs—and I observe, Mr. Chairman, they put a 








410 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


map up here showing Palm Springs out in the desert in California in 
Riverside County—from serious flood damage which has occurred 
every few years. It is the subject of H.R. 3074, introduced by Con- 
gressman Saund of the 29th District of California. 

The Corps of Engineers has submitted a favorable report which is 
printed as House Document No. 171, 86th Congress. The comments of 
the Bureau of the Budget include an alternative suggestion for flood 
plane zoning which, I think, in this case would seriously inhibit the 
economic growth of Palm Springs. The local people already have 
spent about $1 million for flood protection and propose to contribute 
an additional $500,000 as the non-Federal share of this project. The 
Federal cost is estimated at $1,658,000. 

Marin County survey: A comprehensive study is required of the 
streams flowing into Richardson Bay, which is an arm of San Fran- 
cisco Bay, including especially Coyote Creek and Arroya Corte Ma- 
dera del Presidio. Congressman Clem Miller has introduced H.R. 
10765 to authorize the Secretary of the Army to do the work. A 
limited flood-control project on Coyote Creek previously was ap- 


proved in 1957, but the cost estimates now have been increased anda | 


restudy of the limited Coyote Creek project is underway. 
As a result, it seems logical that a comprehensive basin type of 
survey should be authorized. 


HARBOR PROJECTS 


Turning now to harbor work, I wish to offer three proposals, all 
of which are extensions or modifications of existing projects. 

Los Angeles Harbor: The Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors recently recommended, and the Chief of Engineers just this 
month approved, a plan to dredge the west basin shoal to a depth of 
35 feet, at. an estimated cost of $1,768,000. The city of Los Angeles 
already has built terminal facilities in the west basin at a cost of $5 
million. The city has a program for constructing more berths and 
shipping facilities in the Los Angeles Harbor in the next few years 
at an estimated local outlay of $30 million. The west basin dredging 
is required to provide full access for ocean shipping. 

Noyo River: Modification of the existing project is required in 
order to authorize the construction of a mooring basin in crowded 
Nyo Harbor which is an important fishing port located approximately 
midway between San Francisco and Eureka—and, incidentally, there 
are very few in that area. 

Senator Kuchel and I have introduced S. 2881 which has received 
favorable reports from the Department of the Army and the Bureau 
of the Budget. The corps’ engineering report, published as House 
Document No. 289, 86th Congress, shows an estimated Federal cost 
of $370,000 and local cost of $143,000. The work is urgently needed 
to alleviate serious congestion caused by mooring fishing vessels in 
the present narrow channel. 

Monterey Bay: This is another important modification recently 
approved by the Board of Engineers and now submitted as House 
Document No. 219, 86th Congress. It would authorize an extension 
of the existing breakwater and construction of a companion L-shape 
breakwater to complete a protected harbor. The city of Monterey 
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has agreed to underwrite one-third of the cost or $1,967,000; the 
Federal share is $3,989,000. ae 
Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, I would say I looked over this situa- 
tion. It is one of the few places on the coast where during heavy 
weather these small boats can get in to safety, and it is important 
that it be enlarged. 
BEACH EROSION CONTROL 


I have one California proposal under this category of work that is 
included in the omnibus bill. 

Doheny Beach State Park: Serious erosion has damaged this pop- 
ular beach in Orange County. The Board of Engineers has approved 
the Corps’ report which recommends a dredging project for which 
local interests will contribute two-thirds of the cost, or $512,000, and 
the Federal Government one-third or $256,000. I ask that it be 
authorized. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to a number of prominent California 
oflicials, some of whom I have already mentioned, we have with us 
today several distinguished members of the California delegation. 
They are here to testify briefly about some of the projects which 
are coming before you, and I believe Congressman Mefall, Congress- 
man Teague, and Congressman Baldwin are all here and perhaps 
others will come later. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for taking this time to hear my 
testimony and I would appreciate any consideration you give these 
very serious water problems we have in California. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator Engle. 

Congressman Miller. 

Congressman Teague. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Teacur. Yes, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee. I shall be very brief. 

I am Congressman Charles M. Teague of the 13th Congressional 
District of California. The project in which I am interested is the 
Monterey Harbor project just referred to by Senator Engle. I know 
your committee has all the facts and details. The Chief of Engineers 
has testified in support of the modification of the existing projects. 
It has my full support naturally, and I would like to offer for the 
record, Mr. Chairman, if I may, a resolution, a certified copy of a 
resolution adopted by the city of Monterey urging full support, and 
also setting forth the fact, the very important fact that the city of 
Monterey pledges itself to support its share of the program to the 
extent of 32 percent-or almost $2 million. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. I think you 
have a good project. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 9209 C.S. 


Whereas the district engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco, 
and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Corps of Engineers, U.S. 








412 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD ‘CONTROL 


Army, Washington, D.C. have approved the proposed breakwater for Monterey 
Harbor, Calif.; and 
Whereas, the council of the city of Monterey by Resolution No. 8776 C.S., duly 
adopted on the Ist day of April 1958, have pledged the necessary local coopera- 
tion in connection with said project ; and 
Whereas, an omnibus bill is being considered in the present Congress of the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Council of the City of Monterey, That said council requests 
and urges that the Congress of the United States of America include in the 
omnibus bill, presently being considered, the authorization for the Monterey 
Harbor project, as recommended and approved by the Corps of Engineers of 
the U.S. Army ; and be it further 
Resolved, That the city clerk be, and he is hereby, directed to forward a full, 
true and correct copy of this resolution to U.S. Senators Clair Engle and Thomas 
H. Kuchel and U.S. Congressman Charles M. Teague. 
Passed and adopted by the Council of the City of Monterey this 16th day of 
February 1960, by the following vote: 
Ayes: Councilmen Clemens, La Cauza, Lewis, Martin, Russo, 
Noes: Councilmen: None. 
Absent: Councilmen: None, 
Approved : 
(signed) Snepo S. Russo, 
Mayor of said city. 
Attest: 
(signed) GrorGE W. SMITH, 


City clerk thereof. 
Ciry or MONTEREY, 


County of Monterey, 
State of California: 


I, George W. Smith, city clerk of the City of Monterey, County of Monterey, 
State of California, and ex officio clerk of the council thereof, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of resolution No. 9209, C.S. of 


the Council of the City of Monterey, duly passed and adopted on the 16th day 
of February 1960. 


In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the § 


city of Monterey this 17th day of February 1960. 
[SEAL] GEORGE W. SMITH, 

: City Clerk and Assessor. 

Senator Kerr. Congressman Baldwin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Batpwrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I deeply re reciate the opportunity to testify before 
your committee in favor of LR. 7634, the omnibus rivers and harbors 
and flood control bill. 

It has been my privilege during the past 6 years to serve on the 
Flood Control Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee, 
so I had the privilege of hearing testimony on all of the items con- 
tained in this measure. 

My constituents and I are particularly interested in the Walnut 
Creek flood control project in Contra Costa County, Calif. This proj- 
ect is included in H.R, 7634, which was unanimously approved last 
year by the House Flood Control Subcommittee, the House Public 
Works Committee, and the House of Representatives. Before its sub- 
mission to Congress it had cleared all the necessary governmental de- 
partments and was recommended for approval by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, with the approval of the Budget Bureau. 

This Walnut Creek flood control project is designed to correct 4 
very serious flood hazard in central Contra Costa County. This 
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county now has approximately 425,000 people, of whom almost half 
live in the Walnut Creek watershed. In the Christmas 1955 flood and 
again in the Easter 1958 flood approximately 1,000 homes in this 
watershed were seriously inundated. I was designated as a member 
of the subcommittee of the House of Representatives to go to Cali- 
fornia at Easter 1958 to inspect the flood damage on the watershed. 
The damage was most serious, and it is urgent that the situation be 
corrected as soon as possible. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has reported that the total cost of 
the Walnut Creek project will be $24,360,000, of which $17,980,000 
will come from the Federal Government and $6,380,000 will come from 
non-Federal sources. The annual benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1. 
This is, therefore, clearly a desirable project and a project that is 
entirely feasible from an economic standpoint, 

I am informed that the Bureau of the Budget has submitted a mem- 
orandum to your committee stating that the Bureau feels that a number 
of flood control projects should be deferred until Congress acts upon 
S. 2060, a bill which would provide that the non-Federal contribution 
to any federally assisted flood control project should be at least 30 
percent. 

It seems to me that any such delay would be extremely unwise and 
inappropriate. There is no assurance that S. 2060 will become law 
during this session or any future session. Until such time as it be- 
comes law, if ever, it seems to me that flood control projects should 
continue to be approved upon the former basis of measurement. 

The Walnut Creek flood control project provides for a local contri- 
bution of approximately 26 percent. It has a favorable benefit-to-cost 
ratio and is designed to correct an urgent flood danger. It is essential 
that it be approved as soon as possible and I hope very much that your 
committee will approve this project when you act upon H.R, 7634. 

I should like to devote 1 additional minute to the need for a 
survey of Wildcat and San Pablo Creeks in Contra Costa County, 
Calif. In this connection I have had correspondence with the Army 
Corps of Engineers during the past year in which I asked them to 
determine whether these two streams could receive flood control as- 
sistance under section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as amended. 

However, I received a reply from the Army Corps of Engineers 
dated October 2, 1959, saying that these streams did not fall under 
the Small Flood Control Projects Act and recommending that au- 
thorization for a survey of these two streams be included in the 
omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control act. These streams 
empty directly into San Francisco Bay and there has never been any 
previous survey work on either stream. 

This is the reason why they will have to be included in the omnibus 
bill. I should, therefore, like to request very much that you include 
in this bill a provision authorizing a flood control survey by the Army 
Corps of Engineers on Wildcat Creek and San Pablo Souk in Contra 
Costa County, Calif. 

May I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your kindness in scheduling 
this hearing and giving me an opoprtunity to appear before you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Congressman. We are glad to have 
you. 
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(The correspondence relating to Walnut Creek follows:) 


HOvUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., January 6, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: As you know, H.R. 7634, the omnibus rivers and har- 
bors and flood control bill, is now pending before your committee, having passed 
the House of Representatives last year. 

I should like to request that you include in this bill a provision authorizing 
a flood control survey by the Army Corps of Engineers on Wildcat Creek and 
San Pablo Creek in Contra Costa County, Calif. In this connection, I have had 
correspondence with the Corps of Engineers during the past year in which I 
asked them to determine whether these two streams could receive flood control 
assistance under section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as amended. How- 
ever, I have received the enclosed reply from the Corps of Engineers, dated 
October 2, 1959, saying that these streams did not fall under the Small Flood 
Control Projects Act and recommending that authorization for a survey of these 
two streams be included in the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control act. 
These streams empty directly into San Francisco Bay and there has never been 
any previous survey or Federal flood control work on either stream. This is the 
reason why they would have to be included in the omnibus bill. 

Will you please let me know if you can arrange to include authorization for 
these surveys in the pending omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill? 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun F. BALpwIn, 
Member of Congress. 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1959. 
Hon. Joun F.. BALDWIN, 
House of Representatives. 


Deak Mr. BALpwin; This is in further reply to your letter of September 1, 
1959, enclosing a letter, with attachments, from Mr. J. EB. Taylor, Deputy Chief 
Engineer, Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict, Concord, Calif. This letter requested that the Corps of Engineers make 
a preliminary flood control survey of Wildcat Creek and San Pablo Creek in 
Contra Costa County. 

Your request for a preliminary survey and your inquiry as to whether or 
not a flood control project on these two streams would be within the scope 
of the Small Projects Act, were referred to the South Pacific Division and 
San Francisco district engineers. They inform me that an investigation of 
these creeks for eligibility under authority contained in section 205 of the 
1948 Flood Control Act, as amended, was made during March 1959, at the 
request of local interests. The investigation determined that the cost of 
a flood control project on Wildcat Creek alone would be in excess of $1 million. 
Also, Wildcat Creek and San Pablo have related flood problems and should be 
studied at the same time. Local interests were given this information. 

Since the investigation indicates that the cost of providing flood control for 
the Wildcat-San Pablo Creeks area would substantially exceed the Federal cost 
limitation under Public Law 685, it appears that the solution of the flood prob- 
lems on these creeks can best be found through a congressionally authorized 
survey report. 

There is no existing authority for such a study and there is no report which 
could be reviewed. Authority for the study could be provided through inclu- 
sion of an item in an Omnibus River and Harbor and Flood Control Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
Witi1am F. Cassipy, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
March 8, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control, Public 
Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Bos: Marin County in my State has a serious flood control problem 
involving Coyote Creek and Arroyo Corte Madera del Presidio Creek. This 
problem has been aggravated by reason of recent residential and commercial 
development. 

I recommend to your committee the inclusion, in section 204 of the omnibus 
bill, of a provision providing for a flood control survey in this area. I am 
aware that California has made many requests respecting flood control projects. 
I appreciate the sympathetic consideration your committee has shown and 
Iam hopeful that this item can be included. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 
Tuomas H. KUCHEL. 


ContTRA Costa County FLoop CONTROL AND 
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Concord, Calif., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. Rozert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee of Public Works 
Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerk: This district and thousands of homeowners in the Walnut 
Creek watershed were heartened to learn that the rivers and harbors and flood 
control bill, H.R. 7634, has been passed by the House of Representatives on July 
16, 1959. This bill contains the authorization for the Walnut Creek project as 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers. We are deeply concerned over the 
possibility that the Senate Public Works Committee may not act on this bill 
before the close of the present session of the Congress. 

The Walnut Crek project is urgently needed to prevent the widespread flooding 
of residences and commercial areas which occurred in December of 1955 when 
700 homes were flooded and again in April of 1958 when 1,000 homes were inun- 
dated. This flooding will be completely eliminated once this project is installed. 

We respectfully urge your committee to consider H.R. 7634 this session of 
Congress in order that the Walnut Creek project may move ahead with all pos- 
sible speed. 

Your cooperation in this matter will be deeply appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
C. C. Ricu, Chief Engineer. 


PLEASANT HILt Crvic CouNcIL, 
Pleasant Hill, Calif., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator CHAVEZ: The Pleasant Hill Civic Council, which represents 
37,000 residents, urges you to support, in every way possible, the passage of H.R. 
7634, the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill. 

Although you do not represent us in the U.S. Senate, we feel that you are 
familiar with, and interested in, the many flood control problems of the Western 
United States. 

The Walnut Creek project included in this bill is a very urgent need in our 
area. We feel any delay in consideration of this bill would result in damage 
and disaster in the future. 

Urgently yours, 
JAMES WELLS, President. 


44845—60—pt. 3——16 
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MARTINEZ, CALIF., July 27, 1959. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Request your committee consider H.R. 7634 as soon as possible. Bill covers 
Walnut Creek flood control project for Contra Costa County. Walnut Creek job 
aimed at preventing extensive property damage and evacuation of residents—7(0 
homes flooded in 1955 and 1,008 homes flooded in 1958. 

W. G. BuCHANAN, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors Contra Costa County, Calif. 





City oF WALNUT CREER, 
Contra Costa County, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: H.R. 7634, the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood 
control bill, was overwhelmingly passed by the House of Representatives on 
Wednesday, July 16, 1959. The Honorable John F. Baldwin, Congressman 
from California’s Sixth District, has been successful in obtaining the inclusion 
of the Walnut Creek flood control project in this omnibus bill. 

As chairman of the Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee 
of the Senate Public Works Committee, you are obviously aware of the de- 
struction to life and property wrought by the 1958 flood throughout California, 
and I am certain that you fully appreciate the importance of this particular 
flood control project and the costliness of any lost time in accomplishing it. 
Accordingly, we urgently request that you give your full support to the ap 
proval of this bill, and would greatly appreciate whatever you might do to 
secure its approval by the Public Works Committee this year. 

Thank you sincerely for your cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 
Farry GRANZOTTO, 
Mayor, City of Walnut Creek. 


WALNuT CREEK ScHoot District, 
Walnut Creek, Calif., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee, Senate Public 
Works Committee, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The Walnut Creek School District Board of Trustees and community 
patrons of the school district are vitally interested and concerned with the 
progress of the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill, H.R. 7634. 
Your support and effort in behalf of this bill is greatly appreciated. 

You are well aware of the extent of damage to the Walnut Creek School 
District property during the floods of December 1955 and March 1958. Not only 
are you aware of the damage to the district property, but also of the extensive 
damage to private property. As you know, the Walnut Creek School District 
facilities were utilized as evacuation centers in which many families were housed 
and fed during these emergencies. 

The board of trustees urges your continued support of H.R. 7634, and re 
spectfully requests you to take prompt and positive action during the current 
congressional session. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALEex D. LINDSAY, 
Chairman, Walnut Creek School District Board of Trustees. 


WALDEN District IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Walnut Creek, Calif., July 29, 1959. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman of the Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee, 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We are informed that your committee has under study bill H.R. 7634. 
Our area, which is located adjacent to the city of Walnut Creek, Calif., suf- 
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fered extensive flood damage in the 1955 and 1958 floods. Thousands of homes 
were damaged by the overflow of Walnut Creek and several millions of dollars 
in damage was caused by the above floods. The danger of yearly floods is 
increasing daily because of the extensive growth in the upper region of this 
valley. We do not have the financial ability to cope with this ever increasing 
hazard, consequently property values are declining and if this bill is not passed it 
can become a blighted area. 

We have followed the progress of this bill through the many steps that have 
been necessary for it to reach your committee. If this bill is not reported out of 
your committee this year and favorably acted upon it is conceivable that it will 
be delayed several years and we shall face the future with constant fear of 
reoccurring floods each winter forcing thousands to leave their homes and start 
life in a penniless condition. This could cost many times more than the money 
necessary to correct this situation. 

We Americans are a very generous people, as has been demonstrated many 
times in the past, and whenever a foreign city or country is devastated by a 
typhoon or a national disaster, millions of dollars are rushed to their aid. 
Billions of dollars are paid into the national Treasury every year by the citizens 
of California ; is it too much to hope for in asking that H.R. 7634 be passed during 
this session of Congress. 

Enclosed you will find photographs which were taken during the 1958 flood at 
which time the area was declared to be a disaster area by the President. 

We urgently request your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Howarp Kepter, President. 


CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE, SENATE, 
August 12, 1959. 
Senator Ropert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee of Senate 
Public Works Committee, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: I am pleased to note that the House of Representatives 
has acted upon its bill H.R. 7634 and has passed this omnibus rivers and harbors 
and flood control bill which now awaits similar action in the Senate. This bill 
contains the authorization for the Walnut Creek Basin flood control project as 
proposed by the Corps of Engineers which is badly needed in this area to 
alleviate extensive flooding and property damage to many hundreds of homes. 

During the December 1955 flood some 700 homes were flooded as a result of 
the inadequacy of the main channel of Walnut Creek which will be rectified 
by the proposed Corps of Engineer project. Again in April 1958 some 1,000 
homes in this same area were flooded with damages amounting to several millions 
of dollars. The people in the area are ready, willing, and able to meet their 
responsibilties in the construction and maintenance of this proposed project. 
It is important to several thousand people in the area that this project be au- 
thorized as seon as possible. I, therefore, urge that your committee schedule 
hearings on this bill as early as possible in order that this omnibus rivers and 
harbors and flood control bill may be passed this present session of Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE MILLER, Jr. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
July 22, 1959. 
Hon, Joun F. Batywin, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak JouHN: You may be assured that I will watch closely in the Senate the 
omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill (H.R. 7634) with particular 
reference to the three California authorizations for the Walnut Creek and Mojave 
River projects and extension of the Los Angeles Basin project. I think this is 
a minimum program with respect to California’s needs and shall so advise 
Senator Chavez. 

I am aware of some of the severe damage which has been caused in the Walnut 
Creek-Concord area of your district in recent years by the annual flooding of 
Walnut Creek. 
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I also appreciate your remarks regarding the Los Angeles Basin project which 
has received continuing authorizations on a piecemeal basis. Great hazards 
are involved in any delay in the ultimate completion of the Los Angeles com- 
prehensive plan. 

With best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
CiatrR ENGLE, U.S. Senator. 
U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 


July 22, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: I should like to direct your attention to my remarks in the 
encolsed copy of a letter to Congressman Baldwin relative to the three Cali- 
fornia projects included in the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control 
bill, H.R. 7634. I hope you will agree with me. 

With best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLatIr ENGLE, U.S. Senator. 


Senator Kerr. Is Congressman McFall here ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McFALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McFaux. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a rather lon 
statement which I have submitted to the committee and I would as 
that the statement be printed in the record and perhaps in the interest 
of time I can summarize it more briefly for you. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. McFau. I am testifying in behalf of the Mokelumne River 
flood contribution. I am the author of the House bill which is identi- 
cal to S. 2766 and the other bill which you are considering here by 
Senators Engle and Kuchel, and this measure would authorize a Fed- 
eral monetary contribution for flood control protection in connection 
with the construction of a water conservation project by the East Bay 
Utility District on the Mokelumne River in California, and it is the 
same pattern as these other projects of the same nature which have 
been approved previously by the Congress. 

These measures were introduced too late to be considered by the 
House in the passage of the omnibus bill on the House side last July. 

There is a serious flood-control problem on the Mokelumne. There 
were four floods in the 1950’s with a total damage of $4,395,000 on the 
Mokelumne River. The Corps of Engineers estimate that the average 
future flood losses would be $875,000 a year. The Engineers have 
been studying the Mokelumne River for the past 5 years and they are 
ready to provide the information for the flood-control contribution. 
There is in the budget being considered by the House, more money for 
this particular purpose. 

From our present information, it would be approximately $8 mil- 
lion, but these figures are not firm. , 

In addition to the flood-control problem, there is another important 
issue which you will hear in later testimony concerned with the fish 
and wildlife on the river, and the reports by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Department of the Interior make reference 
to this question and they ask that the bill contain an amendment which 
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would provide for the protection of the fish and wildlife on the river. 

Briefly, the State of Califronia has spent about $250,000 to restore 
the salmon run on the Mokelumne River in which I believe the Federal 
Government has a real interest. The Bureau of the Budget suggests 
one type of an amendment, the Department of the Interior a slightly 
different one; either one would be all right. 

The diversion right which the State of California has given to 
East Bay contains a statement that they cannot divert the water 
until such time as they make an agreement. There is an agreement 
almost drawn up; it is drawn up in 1 the form of a memorandum ; and 
I expect that within just a few months there will be a final agreement 
as to how this fishery is to be taken care of on the river. 

So there is no controversy and most assuredly this would be taken 
care of prior to any time for an appropriation that would come up. 

I might suggest to you that it would be just as well if this amend- 
ment might be added in the report on the bill rather than to put it 
into the bill itself, but either one would be quite proper and within 
the discretion of your committee. 

The Bureau of the Budget also recommends that there not be—there 
be a 30 percent contribution for project contribution costs from the 
local interests, and in my opinion this proposal, their general pro- 
posal is not workable. I would oppose it on this particular project or 
any other project. It is no more equitable than the present system of 
allocating costs, and I believe it poses a real threat to our seine water 
development program in the entire country. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding the hearing and 
allowing me to participate. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congress. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. McFall and correspondence fol- 
lows :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
January 29, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: By reason of the urgent and growing flood problem within 
the drainage area of the Sacramento River, Calif., caused by deterioration of 
present protective works, may I most respectfully urge the subcommittee to act 
favorably upon 8S. 2913, which has been introduced by me with Senator Engle 
as coauthor. This bill would amend H.R. 7634, now pending, so as to authorize 
modifications to the Sacramento River flood control project as those modifications 
are recommended by the district engineer, Sacramento district, U.S. Army, in 
his report dated January 6, 1959. The report has been prepared subsequent to 
resolution of the Senate Public Works Committee dated February 18, 1955. I 
very much hope the subcommittee may adopt the amendment on the basis of oral 
testimony by the Chief of Engineers and such reports as may be completed when 
the bill is acted upon. 

The reason for the urgency I will attempt to set out below. The reason for 
the request for acting upon oral testimony is that if the authorization is not ob- 
tained at the present session of Congress, the resultant delay will increase a 
threat to life and property within the confines of the Sacramento drainage area 
caused by deterioration of the existing levees. Also, delay almost inevitably will 
impose additional unnecessary costs upon the United States and local interests. 

The Sacramento River flood control project (“old project”) received its 
original congressional authorization in 1917. Under that authorization and 
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subsequent amendments, the United States now has an investment of $78,200,000 
in the project. Local interests have obligated themselves for some $107,500,000. 
The river drains a tremendous area which has become one of the great regions of 
American food production. It embraces 2,000 square miles of agricultural lands 
valued at a half billion dollars, with $1,500 million of improvements. The best 
estimate I can get of the population living in this rapidly growing area is 
around 600,000 people, increasing 3 percent per year. There are, of course, a 
number of cities and towns in this very important part of my State, including 
the State capital, Sacramento. A high purpose of the original project was to 
protect our capital city from serious, periodic floods. 

The river carries an average annual flow of 18 million acre-feet, which is 32 
percent of the average total runoff for all of California. The Central Valley 
project is located at the confluence of its principal headwaters, where 4,500,000 
feet of water is impounded when Shasta Dam is filled to capacity. About one- 
third is reserved for flood control. 

The operation of the Central Valley project as the supply of irrigation water 
for the farms of the Sacramento Valley, and for the Tracy-Mendota Canal which 
transfers water to the San Joaquin Valley for highly necessitous use there, has 
altered the character of the river in a very significant way. The change has been 
expressed in the term that “The river is now an irrigation ditch.” Operations 
for sustained irrigation releases have created a strain on the levee system which 
was not contemplated in the original conception of the Sacramento River flood 
control project. 

The demands for work on the levee system beyond the project’s original con- 
ception resulted in numerous additions to the 1917 authorization, with con- 
commitant appropriations. Congress finally called upon the Army Engineers 
for a “final cost’’ figure on the project. This was fixed at $66,100,000 in a memo- 
randum of understanding entered into with the State of California on Novem- 
ber 6, 19538, the State reclamation board signing for the State. 

Even before the memorandum was signed, it was realized that the operations 
of the Central Valley project would necessitate additional bank protection and 
channel maintenance. It appeared to me that the cost of such additional work 
could not properly be assessed solely against the farmers living along the river. 
The Senate Public Works Committee agreed with me that the specific problem 
of bank protection should be reviewed. In the February 18, 1955, resolution, the 
Corps of Engineers was directed to make the necessary study. 

Subsequently, it became apparent that there would be a serious interruption 
of bank work, pending completion of the review report, and in December 1957 
a supplement to the work covered in the memorandum of understanding was in- 
itiated. The bank work covered in this supplement will be completed during 
fiscal 1961. From June 1961 there will be no authority for Sacramento River 
work unless the work recommended by the review report has been authorized. 

The report recommends approximately 430,000 lineal feet of bank stabiliza- 
tion throughout the project, at a total cost of some $21 million, of which the 
Federal share represents two-thirds and non-Federal, one-third. The non- 
Federal share includes a cash contribution for construction, contributing « 
marked departure from prior Federal-State relations with respect to such 
projects. The cost sharing complies generally with the policy of the Bureau 
of the Budget that there should be local participation of approximately 30 
percent. 

The department of water resources and the State Reclamation Board of the 
State of California have adopted resolutions in support of the work proposed, 
and of the one-third participation in its cost. 

The review report will be heard by the Board of Rivers and Harbors on Feb- 
ruary 16. Thereafter, the Chief of Engineers must send it to the Governor 
of California, and the interested Federal agencies, for review as required by law. 
A period of 90 days is permitted for the agencies and the State to prepare 
comments, but I am advised that, as each of them has been consulted closely in 
the preparation of the report, and as all are in agreement, this period can and 
probably will be foreshortened very considerably. 

I will urge the rapid completion and submission of all these documents to 
your subcommittee. I trust they may be fully available to you when you act 
upon H.R. 7634. But I should like to repeat my request of the subcommittee 
that an appropriate amendment authorizing the work which the report outlines 
may be adopted upon the oral testimony of the Chief of Engineers if necessary. 
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I shall appreciate this consideration. I bespeak it on behalf of the lives and 
property of the citizens of my State who reside within the area of the project. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Tuomas H. Kucnet, 
U.S. Senator. 


HOousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1960. 
Hon. Ropert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate being scheduled to testify before your 
committee in support of legislation which would authorize a Federal contri- 
bution for flood control accomplishments on the Mokelumne River in California 
by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. 

Pending legislation on the subject includes my bill, H.R. 9583, H.R. 9505, by 
Mr. McFall, several other similar House bills, and 8S. 2766, introduced by Sena- 
tor Kuchel for himself and Senator Engle. 

It is our hope that the Mokelumne River legislation can be included in the 
omnibus flood control authorization bill, H.R. 7634, approved by the House last 
year and on which I understand your committee will begin hearings about 
March 1. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE P, MILLER. 


STATEMENT BY GEORGE P. MILLER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE EIGHTH CON- 
GRESSIONAL District, CALIFORNIA, RE 8. 2766 AND H.R. 9583 


The Senate bill now before you is identical with my bill, H.R. 9583, in the 
House. 

The East Bay Municipal Utility District is in part within my congressional 
district. This utility district, a public agency of the State of California, pro- 
vides water service to over a million people for domestic, municipal, and indus- 
trial purposes. It brings water to these people from the Sierra Nevada Moun- 
tains, a distance of 90 miles, through its Mokelumne aqueduct. The existing 
project includes the Pardee Dam on the Mokelumne River and the aqueduct 
from that source to the East Bay area. The rapidly expanding population of 
the service area on the east side of San Francisco Bay requires the district to 
immediately initiate the next step in its water supply program in order that 
the supply of water will keep abreast of the public demand. The principal fea- 
ture of this next step is the Camanche Dam, also on the Mokelumne River. 

To date the district has invested in excess of $180 million in its water supply 
facilities, all without expense to the Federal Government. The Camanche 
Dam, if built solely as a water conservation dam, would cost approximately 
$30 million, and the district will be prepared to proceed with the construction 
of that structure within the very near future. However, the people on the lower 
reaches of the Mokelumne River need flood control, and the Corps of Engineers 
has agreed with them that, if flood control features are added to the Camanche 
Dam, the added cost of this flood control function should be contributed by the 
Federal Government. S. 2766 and H.R. 9583 provide the authorization for this 
contribution toward the construction cost of such a dam, the amount to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Army, in cooperation with the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, subject to a finding by the Secretary of the Army, 
approved by the President. 

The East Bay Municipal Utility District and the Department of Fish and 
Game of the State of California are proceeding expeditiously with an agreement 
for the release of water from the dam to sustain the fish runs below it, and 
providing also for ‘the replacement of the spawning beds which would be affected 
by the dam, either by hatcheries or by other means. I anticipate that this 
agreement will be in final form before appropriations for the construction are 
required, and I have asked to be kept fully informed as these negotiations 
proceed. The interests of the fishery in the river below the proposed dam will 
be adequately protected and enhanced as the result of this agreement. 

I greatly hope that S. 2766 will have the favorable attention of the committee. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 15, 1960. 
Hon. Roserr 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Public Works 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate an opportunity to testify briefly 
before your subcommittee concerning the omnibus public works authorization 
bill on the following California candidates for inclusion in the bill: 

1. Noyo River and Harbor, modification of navigation project as recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers. 
2. Coyote Creek, Marin County, flood control survey. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Very sincerely, 


CLEM MILLER. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.O., February 16, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8. KErr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, Senate Public 
Works Committee. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate being scheduled to testify before 
your committee in support of legislation which would authorize a Federal con- 
tribution for flood control accomplishments on the Mokelumne River in Cali- 
fornia by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. 

Pending legislation on the subject includes my bill, H.R. 9505, several other 
House bills, and S. 2766, introduced by Senator Kuchel for himself and Sena- 
tor Engle. 

It is our hope that the Mokelumne River legislation can be included in the 
omnibus flood control authorization bill, H.R. 7634, approved by the House last 
year and on which I understand your committee will begin hearings about 
March 1. 

In addition to making a brief statement myself, I would appreciate sufficient 
time to introduce one or two other witnesses from California who also would 
like to enter a brief statement for the record. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN J. McFatt, 
Member of Congress. 


HovuseE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 29, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, Senate Public 
Works Committee. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate being scheduled to testify before 
your committee in support of proposed amendments to the omnibus public works 
bill, H.R. 7634, which would authorize the inculsion of two flood control 
projects. 

The first is the Mokelumne River project in California. This facility would 
be built by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. Pending legislation would 
permit Federal contribution for flood control accomplishments. It is my hope 
that this can be included in the omnibus flood control authorization bill. 

The other matter involves the bank protection along the Sacramento River. 
This project is vital in order to protect the completed flood control work on this 
river. Over the years erosion has damaged the banks threatening the federally 
constructed levy system. Senators Engle and Kuchel and I have introduced 
legislation which would provide for this authorization and it is also my hope 
that this may be included in the omnibus bill. 

I would appreciate making a brief statement on.both of these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haroip T. (Bizz) JoHNsoN, 
Member of Congress. 


or 
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TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN J. McF ALL 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of testifying today on a measure 
of major concern to central California. 

I am the author of H.R. 9505, identical to S. 2766, which is under consideration 
by your committee for possible inclusion in the omnibus flood control author- 
ization bill (H.R. 7634). 

H.R. 9505, and similar bills by other House Members, was introduced In 
January of this year, too late to be considered by the House Public Works Com- 
mittee, of which I am a member, in the drawing up of the omnibus bill which 
was approved by the House last July. 

These measures would authorize a Federal monetary contribution for flood 
control protection in connection with the construction of a water conservation 
project by the East Bay Municipal Utility District on the Mokelumne River 
in California. 

The Federal contribution would be determined by the Secretary of the Army 
in cooperation with the utility district, subject to a finding by the Secretary 
of the Army and approval by the President, of economic justification for the 
flood-control allocation. The figures are not firm, but indications are that the 
flood-control benefits would total about $8 million in a $38 million reservoir. 

There are precedents for this type of a mutually advantageous arrangement 
in the new Don Pedro Dam authorization (Tuolumne River) in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 and the Oroville Dam authorization (Feather River) in 
the Flood Control Act of 1958. 

The Mokelumne River, which flows through the district I represent, has posed 
a serious flood threat for nearly a century, and the need for harnessing the 
river has grown considerably in recent years. The Army Engineer report on 
this legislation states: “There is a serious flood problem on the Mokelumne.” 

The engineers estimate that floods along the Mokelumne in the 1950's caused 
damage of $3,595,000. Average annual future flood losses are estimated by 
the engineers at $870,000 if the Mokelumne is not controlled. 

Official reports show the following Mokelumne damage in the 4 most recent 
flood years : 1950, $1,567,000 ; 1952, $85,000 ; 1955, $1,347,000; 1958, $596,000. 

The engineers have been studying the Mokelumne River for the past 5 years, 
with appropriations totaling $149,200 to date, to determine the best method of 
controlling and developing the river. 

In his report to the House and Senate Public Works Committee last week, 
the Secretary of the Army said: 

“Studies have progressed to the point where it is apparent that the river 
aes be developed for multiple purposes, generally as provided for in this 

ioe 

I further understand that you have reports from the Bureau of the Budget 
and bo Department of Interior which are generally in accordance with this 
legislation. 


The Army report states that the proposed legislation contains the following 
safeguards: 

“Prior to making the contribution for flood control, the Department of the 
Army and East Bay would be required to enter into an agreement providing 
for operation of the dam or dams in such a manner as would provide the flood 
control benefits on which the contribution is predicated. 

“The measure further provides that the plan of operation shall afford a degree 
of flood control which in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army is adequate 
for the Mokelumne River as part of the overall flood control plans for the 
Central Valley, and that the operation for flood control shall be in accordance 
with rules prescribed pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 (54 Stat. 890).” 

The engineer studies show that a single-purpose flood control project would 
not be economically feasible at this time, so if we are to have flood control now 
or in the foreseeable future, it must be incorporated in a multipurpose project. 

There is a $25,800 Mokelumne River budget item now under consideration 
by the Congress in the fiscal 1961 appropriations bill which could be used by 
the Engineers to begin computing the cost-to-benefit ratio, determine how the 
Federal flood participation would fit into the overall project, and the estimated 
amount of flood control benefits, if this Federal flood control participation in 
the Bast Bay Mokelumne project is authorized. 

Another important issue is involved in this project. 
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Reports by the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of Interior make 
reference to the question of fish and wildlife on the Mokelumne. 

The problem on the Mokelumne is complicated because the salmon runs were 
almost extinct because of pollution and inadequate fish passage facilities. In 
recent years the State of California has expended some $250,000 to restore these 
salmon runs, in one of the outstanding examples of proper salmon management 
in the country. Every effort must be made to insure that the potential of this 
fishery resource is not jeopardized. 

It is my opinion, and as indicated by reports of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Secretary of the Interior, there is a Federal interest in the salmon re- 
sources on the river and it is the obligation of the Federal Government to 
facilitate the protection of these resources, as well as to provide flood protection 
on the river. 

The State of California recognized this problem in 1956 when the division 
of water resources issued a water permit to East Bay with a provision that 
“no diversion shall be made under this permit until an agreement has been 
reached between the permittee and the State department of fish and game with 
respect to flows to be bypassed for fish life; or failing to reach such an agree- 
ment, until a further order is entered by the division or its successor with 
respect to said flows.” 

The Bureau of the Budget, in commenting favorably on this legislation, sug- 
gested a fish and wildlife amendment as follows: 

“Provided further, That prior to making the monetary contribution or any 
part thereof, the Department of the Army and the East Bay Municipal District 
shall have entered into an agreement to provide adequately for mitigation of 
damages to fish and wildlife consistent with the other purposes of the project.” 

The Secretary of the Interior, in commenting favorably on this legislation 
proposed the following requirement : 

“The East Bay Municipal Utility District shall have accepted and adopted 
the modifications for project construction and operation in the interest of fish 
and wildlife conservation recommended by the Secretary of the Interior pur- 
suant to the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791 et seq.) and the Fish and Wild- 
life Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).” 

Negotiations are now underway and have been in process for some consid- 
erable time between the East Bay Municipal Utility District and the California 
State Department of Fish and Game, seeking an agreement that would meet 
the above conditions. 

The negotiations have progressed to the state of a memorandum of agree- 
ment, dated March 2, 1960, signed by East Bay and State representatives, re- 
solving the basic differences on such problems as water releases and construction 
of the fish hatchery. There now remains the problem of working out the details 
and embodying them in a written agreement. 

I was advised last Friday by both Bast Bay and State fish and game depart- 
ment spokesmen that negotiations are continuing, that no agreement has yet 
been reached, “but we remain hopeful of a settlement.” 

While it is recommended by both the Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary 
of the Interior that language pertaining to fish and wildlife should be included 
in this authorization bill, I would respectfully suggest to this committee that 
the problem could be handled equally well with language in the bill or specific 
mention of the problem in the report accompanying the bill. 

This is, of course, a matter for the determination of this committee. 

Since the negotiations will continue and there is close to an agreement now, 
it is expected that a satisfactory agreement would be signed prior to the making 
of any appropriation in accordance with this authorization. 

The earliest possible consideration of an implementing appropriation would be 
in the fiscal 1962 budget, which would appear to give ample time for conclusion 
of the agreement. There are safeguards in the appropriation process if this 
agreement for some unforeseen reason should not be accomplished. 

Our problem today is to make certain that the Mokelumne River project 
proceeds on a multipurpose basis, with flood control and natural resources 
fully considered, rather than as an independent water and power project only 
without any consideration of the public needs. 

I would also like to go on record at this time as being opposed to the Budget 
Bureau recommendation that non-Federal interests receiving flood control and 
flood protection benefits bear at least 30 percent of the project construction 
costs allocated to those purposes on this or any other project. 
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In my opinion, this proposal is not workable, it certainly is no more equitable 
than the present system of allocating costs, and it poses a real threat to our 
entire water development program in the Nation. 

In view of the demonstrated need for flood protection along the Mokelumne, 
and the fact that this multipurpose development under consideration seems to 
be the only means of providing this flood protection in the foreseeable future, 
I urge your committee to give favorable consideration to this legislation. 


Senator Kerr. I would like to call attention to the fact that one of 
the former members of this committee and a very distinguished mem- 
ber, Senator Kuchel, is here. 

We are delighted to have your statement, Congressman. 

Does Senator Kuchel have a statement he wants to put into the 
record in the form either of recommendations or directions? 

Senator Kucuen. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statements-referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF U.S. SENATOR THoMAS H. KuCHEL BeroreE SENATE PuBLIC WorRKS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON H.R. 7634, APRIL 25, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to appear here. The State 
of California needs the assistance of the Federal Government in planning and 
carrying out public-works projects to assure the most beneficial use of our 
natural resources, and to protect its people, and their property. The bill now 
under consideration is of tremendous concern to California because the State is 
faced with a variety of problems calling for undertakings of the type this legis- 
lation would authorize. 

You and your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, are well aware of the extent and 
character of our State. However, in many quarters I fear it is not widely 
realized that the terrain, climate, distances, location, and other features necessi- 
tate long-range and broad-scale planning and activity in the field of public works 
to assure a stable economy, safety against ravages of nature, and opportunity 
for growth and development. 

There are a number of proposed projects which I desire to ask this subcom- 
mittee to consider for inclusion in H.R. 7634. These are vital because of the 
continuing expansion of California’s industry and agriculture, the needs of 
trade and commerce, and the amazing increase in population. 

Before enumerating and commenting briefly on these projects, I will be grate- 
ful if you will allow me to summarize in a few moments the reasons why Cali- 
fornia looks to the Federal Government for assistance in bringing them to 
realization. 

The importance of Federal participation can best be appreciated when it is 
considered that California has an area of 158,693 square miles, the third greatest 
in our Nation, and a tidal shoreline of 1,190 miles, almost one-half the total 
extent of the Pacific coastline of the three Western States. 

It is difficult to visualize this vast area, 800 miles long and at its extreme 375 
miles wide. If one placed the State of California on the Atlantic seaboard, he 
quickly would see its extent virtually embraced all of eight States (South Caro- 
lina, North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, New Jersey, Connecticut, 
and Rhode Island) and a substantial portion of three others (Pennsylvania, 
New York, and Massachusetts). This equivalent territory extends from near 
Savannah, Ga., on the south to just south of Boston, Mass., on the north. 

California, with a climate ranging from arid to what is known as perhumid, 
has entirely within its borders two of our Nation’s 70 major rivers 300 or more 
miles long, the Sacramento and the San Joaquin, as well as a number of other 
shorter but substantial streams emptying into the Pacific Ocean. Because of 
meteorological factors and topography, devastating floods can inflict tremendous 
damage. Unfortunately, on a number of occasions they have done so, 

The Pacific coast, unlike the Atlantic shore, is remarkably regular in outline, 
lacking islands and barrier reefs which afford protected waters or numerous 
indentations constituting natural harbors and shelter for shipping, fishing, and 
pleasure boating. Except for San Francisco Bay, virtually every coastal port 
is largely manmade and for maximum usefulness needs structures such as jetties 
and breakwaters, and because of their exposed locations require frequent dredg- 











426 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


ing. Similarly, the beaches in many sections are particularly susceptible to 
erosion, and shoreside property is often jeopardized by tides and storms. 

So in reviewing the projects urged for inclusion in this legislation I hope 
the subcommittee and in turn the Senate will consider these factors of Cali- 
fornia’s extent and peculiar natural features along with its mushrooming popu- 
lation and burgeoning economy. Against this background, I would like to ask 
this subcommittee to add to the bill H.R. 7634, by way of amendment, three 
navigation projects, Noyo Harbor, Los Angeles Harbor, and Monterey Harbor; 
one beach-erosion project, in Orange County; and four floor-control projects, on 
the Sacramento River, the Merced River, the Mokelumne River and Tachevah 
Creek. 

I desire to speak briefly about several of these and would like permission to 
file statements on behalf of interested local agencies about some. I also wish 
to offer on behalf of the California Water Commission a comprehensive state- 
ment covering the four flood control projects which that State body regards as 
thoroughly justified and necessary. 

Probably the most important of these projects which the House of Representa- 
tives did not have an opportunity to consider is on the Sacramento River. This 
would provide vital bank protection and requires modification of the existing 
authorization for what is now known as the Sacramento River old project. 

The Corps of Engineers, in response to a resolution of your Senate Public 
Works Committee 5 years ago, has prepared a report recommending an early 
start on a 10-year program of lining sections of the bank to prevent erosion 
which is endangering the levees now in place. This work must be done to assure 
the dependability of levees now protecting over 1 million acres. The area, with 
a population of about 600,000 is one which has undergone some tragic floods and 
the land and improvements are valued at about $2 billion. 

Full local participation is assured. The State and local agencies concerned 
in this project are prepared to contribute a full one-third of the cost. This is 
in conformity with the principle advocated by President Eisenhower for adequate 
cost-sharing. 

California State agencies unreservedly endorse this project and I understand 
that it has the approval of all Federal agencies consulted. I believe the work is 
of such urgency that the Congress should authorize it even though all formal 
reports may not have been received yet, because no time should be lost in giving 
assurance the needed protection will be forthcoming. 

In essence, this project would be a sound investment in insurance of works 
for which the Federal Government is in large part responsible. The Army 
Engineers have noted that during every large flood weak spots occur in the levee 
system because of erosion. What this can mean is indicated by the record of 
the 1956 Sacramento River flood, which took 40 lives and caused damage esti- 
mated at $48,200,000. Almost annually some emergency work is required to 
reinforce levees during periods of high water, the cost running to about $300,000 
per year. 

The proposed modification would set in motion a program calling for aggre 
gate Federal appropriations of approximately $14 million. According to the 
Engineers’ report, there would be an unusually high benefit-cost ratio of 1.74 
to 1. 

Two of the other flood control projects I commend to this subcommittee follow 
the unique pattern established by the State of California and the Congress in 
assuring construction of Oroville Dam on the Feather River. Amendments 
proposed to the bill now before you would make possible Federal assistance in 
the form of cash contributions toward dams on the Merced River contemplated 
by the Merced Irrigation District and on the Mokelumne River by the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District. In each instance the Federal participation would be 
determined by a finding of the value of the works for flood control and a high 
degree of local participation will be involved. 

The other flood control project is one which already has been approved by 
the Senate. In the 85th Congress, in 1958, this cammittee reported and the 
Senate passed 8. 4179, of which I was cosponsor, authorizing protective works 
on Tachevah Creek in the vicinity of Palm Springs. Local interests have 
demonstrated their readiness to participate. 

Two of the navigation improvements, at Noyo and Monterey, are urgent 
for the accommodation of fishing vessels and desirable as shelters and bases 
for pleasure craft, while the third, at Los Angeles, is imperative in the light of 
requirements of ocean trade. 
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A mooring basin and channel are recommended at Noyo, at a Federal cost of 
$370,000. This will reduce congestion and increase safety at the only port along 
a stretch of about 180 miles of the rugged northern California coast. With 
better facilities, it is likely this harbor would be used by lumber vessels, thus 
aiding an important industry. The nearest adequate harbors are 90 miles in 
each direction and Noyo is the third biggest fishing port in northern California. 

Extension of the breakwater at Monterey, a natural open roadstead, down 
the coast from San Francisco, costing aproximately $6 million, long has been 
contemplated. A project was authorized back in 1945 but funds never were 
appropriated. Now plans for other developments in the area make this im- 
provement even more desirable than before. The present protected area is in- 
adequate for all craft using the harbor and gives no protection against northerly 
storms. The project would provide an enclosed harbor and would eliminate the 
need for maintenance dredging. 

Continuing need for additional facilities at Los Angeles Harbor now makes 
desirable the dredging of the west basin. To provide new terminals and transit 
sheds for the ever-increasing demands of ocean commerce, this portion of the 
harbor should be improved so that large ships will have a safe channel. The 
city of Los Angeles has prepared definite development plans and a drawbridge 
which created a bottleneck has been removed. The remaining step to be taken 
involves clearing away hazardous shoals and providing sufficient depth for 
ocean going ships. This improvement also is related to national defense and 
is desired by the U.S. Navy. 

The final project in California which I hope this subcommittee will add toe 
the pending bill involves beach erosion which is a serious problem in my home 
county of Orange. A glance at any map will indicate how the exposed southern 
California shoreline is especially susceptible to pounding by the sea, with 
resultant damage to property of all sorts. In areas where the land is relatively 
low, group swells and high tides built up over long reaches of the open Pacific 
and along-shore currents set up by various forces eat into the beaches. The 
problem is acute in an area where the State of California has established a pub- 
lic seaside park and 25 miles of shore require protection and restoration. 

I trust that this subcommittee will concur in the desirability of these several 
additional projects. I respectfully urge you to authorize the Federal contribu- 
tions toward the Merced River and Mokelumne River developments as proposed 
respectively in S. 309 and S. 2766 and the other projects in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers. 
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STATEMENT OF HaRotp T. (Bizz) JoHNsON, SECOND District, CALIFORNIA, BEFORE 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL AND RIVERS AND HARBORS OF THE COM- 
MITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. Chairman, I am directly concerned with three important projects which 
your committee is considering here today, and I would urge you gentlemen to, 
approve their authorization. In the case of two of them, the Sacramento River 
project and the Mokelumne River development, I have introduced legislation pro- 
viding for them, H.R. 10058 and H.R. 9497, respectively. I am equally interested 
in the third project, the Merced River unit sponsored by my colleague, Congress- 
man Bernie Sisk, in H.R. 1348. I believe Senators Kuchel and Engle have intro-. 
duced bills on each of these projects and you have heard their testimony. 

Two of these projects, those on the Mokelumne and Merced Rivers, involve 
Federal contributions for flood control in non-Federal multiple-purpose projects. 

The requested authorizations are essentially the same as those on several 
projects, some of which are of long standing : 

Oroville Dam, Calif., (Public Law 85-500, 1958). 

San Dieguito Dam, Calif. (Public Law 85-500, 1958). 
Coosa River, Ala. (Public Law 83-436, 1954). 

Markham Ferry Dam, Okla. (Public Law 83—476, 1954). 
Priests Rapids Dam, Wash. (Public Law 83-544, 1954). 
Cherry Valley Dam, Calif. (Public Law 78-534, 1944). 

I would like to comment here that I approve wholeheartedly Federal Govern- 
ment contributions to local projects of this type especially when, as is true here, 
it would not be economically feasible to construct single purpose flood control 
works, This type of program works out admirably for all concerned in con- 
struction and also from an operating standpoint. 

One important addition, however, has been made to the Merced and Mokelumne 
bills; namely, the requirement that the plan of improvement proposed by the con- 
structing agencies, East Bay Municipal Utility District on the Mokelumne, and 
the Merced Irrigation District on the Merced, afford a degree of flood control 
which in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army is adequate for the water- 
sheds concerned. The degree of flood control required would depend upon the 
overall flood control program for the Central Valley. This proviso will protect 
fully the interest of the Federal Government from the standpoint of assuring 
comprehensive flood control development in the area. 

It also is my understanding adequate protection is being worked out with the 
State department of fish and game by the agencies involved. 

The Mokelumne River system is located in central California and is com- 
prised of the Mokelumne River proper and the Cosumnes which joins Mokelumne 
near Thornton, There are three separate flood problems in this system, and 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District works would contribute to the solution 
of two of them. One is along the Mokelumne River proper which has an 
average flood damage, according to corps estimates, of more than $400,000 
annually. This can be prevented by flood control storage on the Mokelumne 
River such as would be provided under the terms of these bills. The second 
problem is along the Cosumnes River proper where substantial flood damage 
occurs. This would not be prevented by the proposed project. The third problem 
is below the junction of the Cosumnes and Mokelumne in the delta area. 
Average flood damage amounts to $460,000 annually. Protection of this area 
requires flood control storage on both streams as well as a levee. However, the 
storage provided on the Mokelumne would be a start on a comprehensive flood 
control plan of benefit to the entire system. 

The existing Pardee Reservoir, with a capacity of 210,000 acre-feet, is owned 
by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. It is used for water supply to the 
East San Francisco Bay area, with a current population of 1,500,000 and a fore- 
casted population of ‘about 2,600,000 people by the year 2010. Additional water 
supply storage is needed in operation by 1967. The consulting engineers for the 
utility district have investigated reservoir sites just above and just below 
Pardee, either of which would be satisfatcory for flood control. The site being 
considered below Pardee would not drown out that project. The upper site would 
involve power, and final selection of the site may not be made until negotiations 
between the utility district and Pacific Gas & Electric Co. have progressed 
further. However, under these bills, urgently needed flood control could be 
provided at either of these sites since it is immaterial, from the standpoint of- 
flood control, which site is finally selected. 
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A similar situation exists on the Merced River also in central California 
where the Merced Irrigation District is planning a multiuse project for irrigation 
storage and hydroelectric generation. It is proposed that flood control pro- 
visions be added to the degree found necessary by the Secretary of the Army. 

This development would provide adequate flood control and prevent damages 
estimated by the corps at $560,000 annually. The existing works operated by 
the district, Exchequer Dam, has ‘a 289,000 acre-foot capacity. Adding two new 
storage facilities on the river, the capacity would be increased to 1 million acre. 
feet. It is proposed to raise this structure to increase the reservoir capacity to 
1 million acre-feet. Two additional dams would increase the storage on the 
project to a total of 1,605,000 acre-feet. 

The Merced Irrigation District is the supplier of irrigation water for more 
than 100,000 acres of valuable San Joaquin Valley farmland which produce 
annually some $38 million worth of crops. I might note, however, that the 
primary beneficiary of flood control benefits would be the lands and communities 
of the lower Merced River and the lower San Joaquin River in Merced, Stanis- 
latis, and San Joaquin Counties. This is not the same area which owns the 
district and benefits from the irrigation supply. 

Mr. Chairman, in both of these projects there are adequate safeguards in the 
bills to protect the interests of the United States. These include a finding by 
the Secretary of the Army, and approval by the President, that the amount of 
the contribution for flood control is economically justified; that the plan of 
improvement will provide an adequate degree of flood control; that prior to the 
contribution, or any part thereof, an agreement is required providing for opera- 
tion in such manner as will produce the flood control benefits upon which the 
monetary contributions are predicted; and that such operation of the dams for 
flood control shall be in accordance with the rules prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Army pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944. 

My interest in these projects are not as a specific beneficiary of the flood 
control benefits. These dams will be constructed mostly in the Second Congres- 
sional District which I represent, but the neighboring congressional districts 
will receive the flood control benefits. 

However, I am here today, representing the counties of origin, to insure that 
this committee realizes the unanimity of support for these works. In each case, 
agreements have been worked out by the contracting parties and the local legis- 
lative bodies of the respective counties and the water rights of the counties of 
origin have been protected. Therefore, I respectfully request that this commit- 
tee incorporate these two vitally needed projects into the omnibus bill (H.R. 
7634). 

The third project in which I have a direct concern is the bank protection work 
along the Sacramento River provided for in my bill, H.R. 10058 and identical 
bills introduced by our two California Senators. 

In accordance with earlier authorizations, the Federal Government has con- 
structed a system including 1,300 miles of levees, overflow weirs, bypass chan- 
nels and related work, and improvements along the Sacramento River. Upon 
completion of the authorized Sacramento River project, about $237 million will 
have been spent, divided about equally between the Federal and local govern- 
ments. 

The problem facing us today is that a substantial portion of this levee system 
is in jeopardy from erosion by the meandering and dangerous river. Floods 
occur periodically and in 1955 floods on a major tributary, the Feather River, 
caused $48,200,000 damage plus the loss of 40 lives. During the major floods, 
weak spots develop in the system and accordingly the condition of the levees is 
deteriorating rapidly, thereby endangering the entire system. ‘The Federal Gov- 
ernment is spending $300,000 a year for emergency work under the provisions 
of the 1941 Flood Control Act. 

It is our intention in sponsoring this legislation that the Federal Govern- 
ment join with the local agencies and protect this substantial investment in 
flood control. The Army Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, with 
the concurrence of the Chief of Engineers and Secretary of the Army, have held 
this should be considered as new work as distinguished from maintenance work 
and thus requiring new authorization. Local interests will cooperate to their 
full responsibility. 

The 10-year program would cost an estimated $21,360,000, a third of which 
will be borne by non-Federal agencies. Therefore, it is requested that the 
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authorization be for $14,240,000. This would mean a cost-benefit ratio of 1.7. 

The flood plain involved in this project covers some 2,000 square miles of rich 
agricultural land, plus about 50 communities with a combined population of 
more than 600,000 and a substantial industrial capability. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate greatly the committee’s courtesy in permitting 
me to appear here today. I do not mean to be presumptuous in requesting 
authorization of three projects, but I believe you understand that the major 
share of the benefits will be realized by others than those I represent. I also 
recognize the fiscal responsibilities which this Congress and future Congresses 
must accept, but I believe that the economics of these three projects are such 
that they should be authorized. They will pay for themselves in a relatively 
short period. Gentlemen, thank you for any consideration which you may be 
able to give us. 


STATEMENT TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOop CONTROL AND RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
SeNATE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorkKS, BY JOHN M. LUTHER, MANAGER, CALI- 
FORNIA CENTRAL VALLEYS FLoop CoNnTROL ASSOCIATION, SACRAMENTO, CALIF, 


My name is John M. Luther. I am manager of California Central Valleys 
Flood Control Association which is an organization of reclamation districts and 
landowners along the Sacramento River and in the delta from Collinsville north 
to Chico Landing. I am appearing in support of the authorization of work as 
proposed in the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors as 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers which would modify the existing project 
to provide bank erosion control works throughout the project at an initial cost 
of $21,360,000. Of this cost one-third would be a non-Federal contribution. 

The need for the work and the inability of the Corps of Engineers to do 
it under the project as presently authorized has caused us great concern during 
the past several years. This was the basis for our support of the review report 
as authorized by Senate committee resolution of February 18, 1955. The extent 
of local concern is perhaps best expressed in the resolutions of the State water 
commission, the State reclamation board and of this association wherein the 
State and local-interest agencies express their support of procuring the neces- 
sary non-Federal funds to meet the requirements of the work as outlined and 
recommended. Such resolutions are included in the appendixes to the review 
report and are further supported in the official comments of the Governor of 
California which I understand have been submitted to the Chief of Engineers. 

The presently authorized Sacramento River flood control project dates back 
to 1917. At that time, there already existed a system of levee and channel 
works built by State and local interests for their own protection. These works 
were of varying standards, and did not provide a uniform degree of protec- 
tion. The Federal project was for the purpose of adapting this locally con- 
structed system of works to a higher standard and of providing uniformity 
of protection. The work has been strung out over a long period of time (about 
44 years), and has consisted, generally, of raising, repairing, and setting back 
levees as the action of the river on the banks has made it necessary over the 
years. However, some of the levees built by local interests remain unchanged ; 
and some of the levees, which have been reconstructed, are on riverbanks 
which have not been stabilized. While bank protection has been considered a 
part of the present project, only about 100 miles of such works have been con- 
structed, and no more can be done without further authorization. 

This project has been a cooperative one, between the United States, the State, 
and the local interests, and we feel it should continue so. Local interests will 
continue to maintain the project, furnish lands and rights-of-way, including 
utility relocations, and hold and save the United States free from damages. 
Local interests do not feel that major revetment, or other measures of costly 
bank erosion control necessary to stabilize the protective works, are mainte- 
nance; but that such measures are a part of levee standards to be met as a 
part of project construction. 

But, because of the urgency of the problem, our local interests are in support 
of the division of costs, as proposed in the report. There are over 80 miles 
of levees of the project that are either presently, or in the next few years 
will be threatened by river erosion to a point of failure for which there is 
presently no Federal-State program. Further, there is agreement that the only 
practical way of preventing such failures is by bank protection. The project 
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will be seriously damaged, and both the Federal and non-Federal interests 
will suffer great loss, if the work is not accomplished. Thus, it appears that 
the practical thing to do is to extend the degree of cooperation by providing 
that, in addition to the present assurances of local agencies, there be a non- 
Federal contribution of one-third the cost of the new work, all as recommended 
in the report. 

On behalf of the local interests represented by the Flood Control Association, 
I urge the authorization of the work. 


SUMMARY OF PROJECTS FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF MONTEREY HARBOR, 1912-60 


The first project for the improvement of Monterey Harbor was adopted by the 
Rivers and Harbor Act of 1912, but not authorized because it was contingent 
on a railroad from San Joaquin Valley to Monterey which was never built. 

In 1982, construction of the existing breakwater was commenced and it was 
completed in 1984 (House of Representatives Doc. No. 266, 76th Cong., 1st sess.). 
The breakwater was capped in 1942 through a cooperative project of the city of 
Monterey and the U.S. Navy. This made it possible to use the rubble breakwater 
as a pier. 

The above-mentioned breakwater offered a safe anchorage for boats in the lee 
of the breakwater, but did not provide adequate protection from a northerly 
gale, nor conditions of high seas. In 1944 it became apparent that the existing 
breakwater was not long enough to provide protection to the greatly expanded 
fishing fleet, so efforts were made to authorize construction of more protective 
facilities. 

In 1950 the district office, Corps of Engineers, recommended a project which 
involved an extension of the existing breakwater and construction of an L-shaped 
companion breakwater from the opposite shore. The city’s share of the con- 
struction cost was to be $177,000. This amount was approved and earmarked 
for that purpose by the city. 

The “Survey Report on Monterey Bay, Calif., for Navigation, of the Corps of 
Iingineers, U.S. Army, San Francisco district, April 15th, 1952,” was reviewed 
my the Board of Engineer’s for Rivers and Harbors, but was not approved. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors held a hearing in Monterey 
on January 18, 1954. As a result of this meeting, and testimony indicating the 
commercial and military advantages of improvements to Monterey Harbor, the 
district engineer was authorized to restudy this project and submit a report. 

A new survey and report was submitted by Col. John S. Harnett, district 
engineer, in February 1958. This report recommended modification to include 
an extension 1,600 feet long to the existing breakwater and an L-shaped com- 
panion breakwater approximately 2,150 feet long with an entrance 400 feet wide, 
and is shown on the attached map. The total cost of this project was estimated 
to be approximately $6 million and the city’s share $1,900,000. 

The city has pledged by Resolution No. 8776 C.S. to underwrite this portion 
of the project cost. 

This project has now been approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors and awaits action by the Congress of the United States of America. 

February 25, 1960. 

A. D. Coons, City Manager. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Kuchel. Congressman Cohelan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JEFFERY COHELAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Conenan. Mr. Chairman and Senators, I appear this morning 
in support of Senate bill 2766, a bill authorizing a monetary contribu- 
tion for the flood control accomplishments of the multiple-purpose 
developments to be constructed on the Mokelumne River by the East 
Bay Municipal Utility District of Oakland, Calif. This is identical 
with a bill I have introduced in the House, H.R. 9922. 
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These bills would facilitate the construction of flood-control features 
in a water conservation reservoir on the Mokelumne River in Cali- 
fornia. The area which will benefit from the flood-control provisions 
is within the congressional district of Congressman McFall. The 
people in my congressional district support it, however, for reasons 
hereinafter set forth. 

The East Bay Municipal Utility District serves water for domestic, 
industrial, and municipal purposes to more than a million people, of 
whom a substantial number are within my congressional district. The 
East Bay district brings this water 90 miles through twin aqueducts 
from its Pardee Reservoir on the Mokelumne River in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains to its service area on the eastern side of San Fran- 
cisco Bay. The rapidly expanding population of this service area 
makes it necessary for the district to proceed immediately with the 
construction of additional water storage facilities on the Mokelumne 
River. These facilities will be constructed by the district with its 
own funds. 

The need for the early completion of these facilities is well docu- 
mented in studies by the district and the water authorities of the 
State of California. The district is entirely agreeable that flood con- 
trol be provided in these water storage facilities, if the financing 
therefor can be obtained through the efforts of the local interests on 
the lower Mokelumne River. 

S. 2766 and H.R. 9922 would authorize a monetary contribution 
by the Federal Government for flood control in the district’s water 
conservation project. The Corps of Engineers has endorsed these 
bills as possibly the only economic way of providing flood control in 
this area. Inasmuch as the East Bay district will be paying some $30 
million of the cost of the proposed dam, the necessary flood control 
‘an be accomplished by a contribution of only $8 million by the Fed- 
eral Government. A single-purpose flood control project on this river 
would be much more expensive. 

Also, the Corps of Engineers has found that because of lack of 
suitable reservoir sites, and for other reasons, a single-purpose dam for 
flood control alone would not be feasible at this time. It appears, 
therefore, that if flood control on the Mokelumne River is to be accom- 
plished within the foreseeable future, it must be provided as part of 
the current construction program of the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District. 

The proposed combined project is a fine example of cooperation 
between a major urban water supply system and the United States 
in the interests of flood control. I trust that S. 2766 will have the 
favorable attention of the committee. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Congressman Cohelan. 

Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucne:. Mr. Chairman, may I, in support of the position 
my colleague has taken at this point in the record, ask consent that a 
copy of the letter from the Woodbridge Water Users Conservation 
District dated April 11, 1960, be inserted ? 

Senator Kerr. At this point, yes, sir. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 
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WoopsrinGE WATER Users CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Stockton, Calif., April 11, 1960. 
Re Mokelumne River flood control (H.R. 7634). 
Senator THomas H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KuUCHEL: This letter is in reply to your telegram of April 8, 
1960. 

The public districts represented by this office have been conferring with the 
California Water Commission and other public officials in California. 

We have been furnished with a copy of the proposed statement of the California 
Water Commission in regard to authorization of flood control works on the Merced 
River, Mokelumne River, Sacramento River, and Tachevah Creek, Calif., to be 
presented to the U.S. Senate Committee on Public Works, Subcommittee on Flood 
Control, Rivers and Harbors, the Honorable Robert S. Kerr, chairman. 

These public districts, being Reclamation District 348, Reclamation District 
756, Mokelumne River Irrigation District, Lockeford Protection District, and 
Woodbridge Water Users Conservation District, concur in such statement. 

Statements already made by the U.S. Army Engineers and other governmental 
departmental officials in California at public hearings, substantiate that there are 
250,000 acre-feet of floodwaters which either flood or threaten to flood the Moke- 
lumne River watershed in San Joaquin County, Calif. 

Although the undersigned public districts have no specific advance information 
as to the actual testimony that will be presented by the departmental witnesses 
and governmental witnesses before the Senate Public Works subcommittee on 
April 19, 1960, in regard to H.R. 7634, we do believe that such testimony will again 
show the necessity of control of floodwaters on the Mokelumne River. 

Consequently, in order to save expense and to reduce the time of appearances 
before the Senate subcommittee, it is believed by the undersigned districts that 
the necessity of the control of floodwaters will be firmly established by the evi- 
dence that should be in the record by State and Federal officials on or about 
April 19, 1960. 

Therefore, the undersigned public districts in San Joaquin County will have 
no oral testimony to present to the committee, but would appreciate it very much 
if you would incorporate this letter into the proceedings of the committee. 

The undersigned public districts, therefore, desire to point out the urgency 
of controlling the floodwaters of the Mokelumne River at the earliest possible 
date. 

The Woodbridge Water Users Conservation District comprises 26,000 acres. 
The lands within this district are agricultural in nature, and also in recent years, 
are rapidly being transformed into suburban residential areas. Reclamation 
District 348, Reclamation District 756, Mokelumne River Irrigation District 
and Lockeford Protection District (7,500 acres of agricultural land in addition 
to the Woodbridge Water Users Conservation District acreage), join with the 
Woodbridge Water Users Conservation District in urging proper Federal action 
that will control the Mokelumne River floodwaters. 

Without this flood protection, the development of this part of central Cali- 
fornia is thwarted. Each year, however, sees an increased population despite 
the floods of 1955 and 1958, and despite the threat of floods in the future. 

The control of flood waters is required both to protect the present habitation 
and provide livable sites for the continued increased growth of this section of 
San Joaquin County, Calif. 

It is quite likely thot the governmental department heads who will proceed 
this request will introduce ample evidence that will well establish our public 
districts’ requirements as to flood protection. 

We therefore ask that you please incorporate this letter into the records of the 
Senate Public Works Subcommittee in the hearings of H.R. 7634 (omnibus flood 
control bill) as our request showing that these local public districts are well 
aware of the danger of floods and are earnestly urging control of floodwaters of 
the Mokelumne River. 

Respectfully yours, 
Tom H. Louttit, 
Attorney for Woodbridge Water Users Conservation District, Reclamation 
District 348, Reclamation District 756, Mokelumne River Irrigation Dis- 
trict, and Lockeford Protection District. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER G. SCHULTZ, CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPART- 
MENT OF WATER RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Walter G. Schultz, chief engineer of the Water 
Resources Department of California is here. 

Mr. Scuuurz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Walter Schultz. I am here on behalf of Mr. Harvey Banks, 
director of the Department of Water Resources of the State of Cali- 
fornia. 

I thank the committee for the opportunity of appearing before you 
and hearing myself and other witnesses with regard to our projects. 

I am not going to go into details on the various projects. There 
are people from the areas who will discuss those. I will only bear on 
those which are maybe direct State responsibility or for which there 
are no witnesses here. 

The State of California has the responsibility for overall coordina- 
tion of water resources development in the State, and that is exercised 
through the department of water resources. 

The Governor, Governor Brown, has designated the department of 
water resources as the State agency to coordinate State comments on 
the various flood control projects and other Federal projects in the 
State. 

Very briefly, we have reviewed the engineers’ reports, the Corps of 
Engineers reports, on the projects that are being discussed here today. 
We have been active in the planning phases of these projects, and we 
have also been in close contact with the various local agencies of the 
State that are seeking to develop the water resources and include flood 
control as one of the features of their projects. 

One of the projects which the State of California most heartily sup- 
is the Sacramento River bank protection project, to which Mr. 
Murray will testify in more detail. This isa modification of the exist- 
ing Sacramento flood control project, one of the oldest in the country. 

The Merced River project and the Mokelumne River project I will 
treat together. These are both developments proposed by agencies of 
local government—in one case the East Bay Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict, and in the other case the Merced Irrigation District. 

Were these agencies to go on alone, a single-purpose project, we 
would probably defeat the possibility of obtaining effective flood con- 
trol on these streams. We think through multiple-purpose develop- 
ment and the inclusion of flood control with a contribution to that end 
as determined by the Chief of Engineers, we can accomplish the most 
comprehensive water resources development on these streams. 

_We have a formula already in effect with regard to the State’s Oro- 
ville Dam as authorized by the Congress a few years ago, and we think 
something of this nature would apply in these two cases. 

Also, in the Central Valley of California, I would like to speak on 
one other project that has not been mentioned here today. The re- 
port has just been completed. This is the Fresno River project in- 
rep Hidden Dam and channel improvements downstream from the 
dam. 

We have reviewed this report and are in hearty accord with the need 
of the project. It is closely related to existing work being done on 
the lower San Joaquin project in which the State is now under con- 
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tract. for some $3 million worth of work and will let additional con- 
tracts in the very near future at a total cost of about $8 million. 

This project was first reported on in 1944, and this is a review report 
bringing the situation up to date. We ask the committee’s serious con- 
sideration of this project which was reported upon by the representa- 
tive of the Chief of Engineers last week. 

Senator Kucue.. Would you be able to supply the committee such 
additional technical data and justification of that project, which I per- 
sonally am acquainted with but which perhaps might well be expanded 
upon a little bit? 

Mr. Scuurrz. Yes. I can do that, Senator. 

The next project I wish to speak about is the Tachevah Creek proj- 
ect, the Whitewater River Basin, the one that was mentioned, the city 
of Palm Springs, and the map shown over on the wall. We have 
reviewed this project and feel it is the only logical solution to the very 
serious flood situation to the city of Palm Springs. 

Finally is the beach erosion project, Newport-San Mateo Creek, but 
the necessary item is the soil erosion at Dokeny State Park. This is 
entirely a State of California responsibility in cooperation with the 
Corps of Engineers, and we have State legislation which provides the 
means of raising the State’s two-thirds contribution to that project, 
and we are ready to move at any time and are on other similar projects. 
This is under the general beach erosion authority. 

Gentlemen, I would be pleased to answer any questions or furnish 
additional information, as Senator Kuchel has suggested, and I thank 
you very much for the opportunity of being here. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Schultz. Sit there just a moment. 

Mr. Scuvuurz. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Do you recall the amount of authorization of Federal 
participation in Merced and Mokelumne projects ? 

Mr. Scuutrz. Those figures, as I understand, have not been com- 
pletely developed, Senator. The cost allocation 

Senator Kerr. I am sure the corps gave us some figure the other 
day. Do you have the figures, Mr. Schultz? 

Mr. Scnuurz. No, I do not, Senator. Of course, the final costs and 
the final features of the project have not 

Senator Kerr. Do you speak of Merced or Mokelumne ? 

Mr. Scnutrz. The cost sliidontien process will all have to be worked 
out. 

Possibly the witnesses of the local districts may be able to give you 
more specific information on that than I can because they may have 
had more close liaison with the Chief of Engineers on that. 

Senator Kerr. If we are to make an authorization, it would neces- 
sarily be on the basis of accurate information as to the amount ? 

Mr. Scuuurz. I can only speak in that case, Senator, to the authori- 
zation on the Oroville project in which the amount was to be deter- 
mined by the Chief of Engineers when the cost estimates of the project 
had been developed and a cost, complete cost allocation, to all the pur- 
poses made. 

Cherry Valley project is another instance. That is on the Moke- 
lumne River where the same type of work has been done. 

Senator Kucuen. How can the cost-benefit ratio be ascertained if 
the cost is not known ? 
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Mr. Scuuturz. Well, the cost-benefit ratio, it is a little bit involved 
in this particular case. The flood control allocation in itself would 
have to be less than the flood control benefit. Now, in the case of the 
East Bay Municipal District on the Mokelumne River, they have al- 
ready determined that this is the economical means by which they 
are going to get additional municipal and domestic supplies for their 
service area in the Oakland-Alameda-Berkeley community. The ad- 
dition of flood control to that project then will be in a cost less than 
the benefit that is attributable to the addition of those flood control 
works. 

Senator Kucuen. We have a witness from the Merced 

Mr. Scuuurz. You have witnesses from both Merced and Moke- 
lumne River, sir. 

Senator Kucure,: Who are prepared to testify. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to see the statements given us by the 
corps on those two projects. 

Mr. Scnurrz. Mr. Chairman, I have a copy of a letter here from 
the Merced Irrigation District addressed to Senator Kuchel, which 
states, and I would assume that these are quite round figures, it says: 

In the event the Federal Government should undertake to provide flood con- 
trol on the Merced River equal to that contemplated by the development pro- 


posed by the Merced Irrigation District, it is estimated that the capital cost 
would be between $105 million and $140 million. 


Later it says: 





The Merced Irrigation District project, on the other hand, will provide the same 
flood control benefits as a separate Federal project and it is expected to pay off 
its capital cost, less flood control contributions. 


It says without aid from other sources. 


The cost to the Federal Government would not exceed $20 million, or from one- 
fifth to one-seventh of the Federal funds required to build a separate project. 


Senator Kerr. All right. Mr. Schultz, thank you very much. 

Mr. A. N. Murray, chief engineer and general manager, State rec- 
lamation board, Sacramento, Calif. 

Senator Kucuen. May I ask permission, Mr. Chairman to insert a 
copy of a letter addressed to me by the Merced Irrigation District and 
the statement of the California Water Commission with respect to 
Mokelumne, be inserted at this point. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA WATER COMMISSION IN REGARD TO AUTIIORIZA- 
TION OF FrLoop ContTROoL WorkKS ON THE MERCED RIVER, MOKELUMNE RIVER, 
SACRAMENTO RIVER, AND TACHEVAH CREEK, CALIF. 


The California Water Commission, which has been delegated authority and 
responsibility for conferring with and appearing before the Congress, its various 
committees, and the executive branches of the Federal Government, under sec- 
tion 12602 of the Water Code of the State of California, respectfully urges your 
committee to authorize the following projects for construction by, or participa- 
tion of the Corps of Engineers. 

Each of the four projects in California makes substantial contributions to the 
prevention of property damage and loss of life from floodwaters, and to the de- 
velopment of the water resources of the Nation. 

Two of the projects involve a Federal contribution for the flood control bene- 
fits to be provided by construction of reservoirs by local publie districts. The 
third is a modification of an existing Federal project which will prevent severe 








438 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


erosion damage to and possible failure of levees and other works which repre- 
sent a Federal and local investment of more than $150 million. 

The fourth project consists of a flood retarding basin and other works to pre- 
vent recurring flood damage in the heart of the city of Palm Springs, a rapidly 
growing winter resort city in the desert area of southeastern California. 

A description of the projects and the benefits each will provide follows: 

Merced River project——This is an $83 million development proposed by the 
Merced Irrigation District, comprising three storage reservoirs having an aggre- 
gate capacity of 1,605,000 acre-feet, and three powerplants. The Corps of Engi- 
neers, which soon will complete a flood control study of the river, states that the 
Merced District plan will provide adequate flood control and will prevent annual 
damages estimated at $560,000. The estimated cost to the Federal Government 
for a flood control contribution is about $20 million, or less than one-fifth of the 
cost of providing the same protection by a separate Federal project. The reason 
for this is that the district already owns and operates BPxchequer Dam on the 
Merced River, which is the key to any plan for full development of the stream. 
The district proposes to increase its capacity from the existing 289,000 acre-feet 
to 1 million acre-feet. Additional storage will be provided at Bagby upstream, 
415,000 acre-feet; and Snelling, downstream, 190,000 acre-feet. The commission 
and the district ask that an authorization be made identical to that authorized 
for Oroville Dam on the Feather River, provided in section 204 of Public Law 
85-500. That authorization provided that the flood control benefits be deter- 
mined by the Corps of Engineers, and that payments by the Federal Government 
be made in proportion to the annual expenditures by the district for construction 
purposes. A further point in favor of a Federal contribution for the flood control 
benefits of this project is that none of them accrue to district lands, but to lands 
and cities downstream along the lower reaches of the Merced River, the San 
Joaquin River, to which it is a tributary, and in the San Joaquin Delta area. 

Mokelumne River project.—This is a multiple-purpose development proposed 
primarily as a water supply project by the Hast Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. This phase of East Bay’s expansion program, which already is 
finan-ed by the authorization of $250 million in general obligation bonds, consists 
of storage dams on the main stem and tributaries of the Mokelumne River 
aggregating about 400,000 acre-feet in addition to the existing Pardee Reservoir, 
owned and operated by the district. The Corps of Engineers, which have an 
authorized study on the river, state that flood control is needed, that a single- 
purpose flood control development on the river is not feasible at this time, and 
that the district’s proposed storage will provide adequate flood control. The 
corps further states that if proper flood control measures are not taken, annual 
damages of $870,000 in the downstream area and the eastern Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta will result. The project with the proposed flood control features 
is fully supported by downstream interests. The requested authorization is 
identical to that asked by the Merced District in that it follows the provisions of 
section 204 of Public Law 85-500, cited above. 

Tachevah Creek flood control project.—This is the first unit of the Whitewater 
River flood control survey which was authorized by Congress in 1937 and is 
designed to protect the heart of the city of Palm Springs, Calif., from serious 
flood damage which has occurred from time to time over the years. The survey 
report which was issued in 1957 recommends construction of the project. 

That part of the city subject to flooding was appraised early this year at a 
valuation of more than $45 million. The Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District has given assurances to the Federal Government 
that it will (1) pay any reasonable construction cost attributable to land enhance- 
ment due to construction, (2) furnish all necessary rights-of-way, and (3) operate 
and maintain the project on completion and will hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to construction of the project. 

In addition, the city of Palm Springs has passed a bond issue of $100,000 to 
assist the district in paying for local costs of construction, and the district has 
spent $57,000 for rights-of-way at the dam and reservoir site to prevent encroach- 
ment of private development which would have resulted in higher construction 
costs. Further, the district has furnished at no cost to the Corps of Engineers 
topographic maps and aerial mosaics value at more than $66,000. Local interests 
have expended about $1 million for local flood protection during the past few 
years. 

Palm Springs is one of the fastest growing resort communities in the South- 
western United States, with high land values and intensive urban development. 
Future additional development of the area to be protected will be very rapid. 
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Sacramento River bank protection.—This project is vital to the integrity of 
an old established Federal flood control project in which there is a combined 
Federal-local investment of $150 million. Over the years erosion has damaged 
the banks and levees along a 150-mile reach of the Sacramento River, forcing 
setbacks of levees at great expense. This project, which has been favorably 
reported by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, consists of about 
90 miles of rock revetment at various critical points along the levee system 
between Chico Landing and the lower Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Its cost 
is estimated at $21 million, of which one-third will be borne by local interests. 
Such a program is considered the only alternative to a continuous program of 
levee setbacks. Because of rapid development of the area, such setbacks are 
becoming more and more expensive and are taking more and more valuable 
land and improvements out of production. Many State and county highways 
are being adversely affected. The existing project provides flood protection 
to about 1 million acres of valuable agricultural land and communities along the 
river having a population of more than one-half million persons. 

Need for the project can be highlighted as follows: 

1. It is not economically feasible to revet levees during construction except at 
points where erosion is actually in progress. 

2. Until project levees are revetted, normal operation and maintenance, as 
required of local interests, is impossible. 

3. Revetment not only will prevent large expenditures for levee setbacks, but 
will greatly reduce emergency expenditures by the Federal Government in times 
of severe levee damage or failure. 





MERCED IRRIGATION DIsTRICcT, 
Merced, Calif., February 15, 1960. 
Senator THomas H, KuUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KuCHEL: We have been advised by the California Water Com- 
mission that you will offer amendments to H.R. 7634, the omnibus public works 
bill, before the Senate Public Works Committee on or about March 1, and that 
among the proposed amendments there will be one for authorization of a Fed- 
eral flood control contribution to the Merced River project of the Merced Irri- 
gation District. Following is a summary covering the project, which indicates a 
strong justification for a Federal flood-control contribution : 

The Merced Irrigation District lies in the heart of the fertile San Joaquin 
Valley about midway between Stockton and Fresno. It was organized in 1918 
and has been in continuous operation since that date. The population within 
district boundaries is in the neighborhood of 60,000; the cities of Merced, At- 
water and Livingston, the towns of Planada, Le Grand and Winton and the 
Strategic Air Command’s Castle Air Force Base are all included in the district 
and depend upon pumping from ground water for their domestic and industrial 
supplies. 

During 1958 we irrigated 108,187 acres and the estimated value of the crops 
produced that year was $38 million. The most important crops in order of their 
value were permanent pasture, peaches, alfalfa, vineyard, tomatoes, sweet po- 
tatoes, almonds, and corn, all of which had a value of over $1 million. 

This production was only possible because of irrigation water delivered to the 
land by the district. To provide for this service the district owns and operates 
Exchequer Dam and Lake McClure on the Merced River, more than 700 miles of 
canals, and the many other facilities required for water distribution activities. 
The value of the district assets is in excess of $23 million and the outstanding 
debt is less than $5 million. The assessed valuation of the land without im- 
provements in the district is over $17 million with an actual value of several 
times that amount. 

The storage capacity of Lake McClure is inadequate and there is a deficiency 
in irrigation water in 1 year out of every 3. The deficiency has exceeded 50 
percent twice in the last 30 years and averaged about 10 percent. Estimated 
average crop loss due to water deficiency is in excess of $2 million per year. 

Thus, the Merced Irrigation District is a most valuable element in the econ- 
omy of the area and the State and is in sound financial condition. It does not, 
however, have adequate facilities for water storage, and in many years there is 
a consequent loss of agricultural production. 
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The present development does not provide flood control on the Merced 
River, which has a record of causing serious damage in its lower reaches and of 
contributing to flood damage on the San Joaquin River below the mouth of the 
Merced. None of the flooded lands are within the boundaries of the district, 
We have been advised by the Sacramento district office of the Corps of Engineers 
that the benefits from adequate flood control on the river are estimated to 
amount to an average of $560,000 per year. 

In view of these cirumstances, the district has prepared a plan for further 
development of the water resources of the Merced River, This plan includes the 
following elements. 

1. Raise the existing Exchequer Dam to increase the reservoir capacity from 
its present 281,000 acre-feet to 1 million acre-feet. The installed capacity of the 
powerplant will be increased from 35,000 to 91,000 kilowatt. 

2. Build a new dam 18 miles upstream from Exchequer to be known as Bagby 
Dam. This will provide a reservoir capacity of 415,000 acre-feet and a power: 
plant of 50,000 kilowatts installed capacity will be included. 

3.- Build a new dam 9 miles downstream from Exchequer to be known as 
Snelling Dam. This will provide a reservoir capacity of 190,000 acre-feet and 
a powerplant of 25,000 kilowatts installed capacity. 

4. A small irrigation supply holding reservoir will be built on the irrigation 
main canal to aid in regulating irrigation discharges. 

This plan will provide flood control of the river below Snelling Dam, store 
sufficient water for irrigation so that even during a long series of drought years 
the supply will not be less than 90 percent of needs, will assure sufficient releases 
to preserve downstream fish life, will provide extensive recreation facilities, and 
will develop sufficient power to pay for all features of the project except flood 
control. It is truly a multi-purpose development of the river. 

The total estimated construction cost of the work is $83 million. 

The plan has the distinct advantage of providing for a unified development of 
a 42-mile stretch of the Merced River, with responsibility residing in the Merced 
Irrigation District. The district has already partially developed the river and 
is the owner and operator of Exchequer Dam, which is the key element of any 
full development of the resource. 

The legislation upon which we seek favorable action contemplates that a de 
termination will be made by the Secretary of the Army and the Merced Irriga- 
tion District of the portion of the cost of the project that is properly allocable 
to flood control. It further contemplates that, in return for a Federal contri- 
bution of this allocated flood control cost, the district will operate the space in 
the reservoirs reserved for flood control according to rules established by the 
Corps of Engineers, The district is willing to enter into the customary agree- 
ment with the Corps of Engineers in this regard. 

In the event the Federal Government should undertake to provide flood control 
on the Merced River equal to that contemplated by the development proposed 
by the Merced Irrigation District, it is estimated that the capital cost would 
be between $105 million and $140 million. This is based on preliminary studies 
of an adequate dam upstream from Exchequer Dam. It does not take advan- 
tage of the possibility of raising Exchequer, since the Federal Government does 
not own the latter and to affect some form of joint ownership and operation 
agreement between the two parties would be very awkward and difficult. In 
addition to its high capital expense to the United States, a separate flood con- 
trol project would not produce as much power revenue as the proposed three 
dam development of the district, since the latter has much greater flexibility of 
operation and can produce substantially more dependable power than the single 
dam development. 

There appears to be no possibility that the capital cost of a separate Federal 
project, less allocations to flood control, can be paid for from power revenues. 
Some portions of the cost would have to be made up from other sources if finan- 
cial feasibility is to be realized. 

The Merced Irrigation District project, on the other hand, will provide the 
same flood control benefits as a separate Federal project and it is expected to 
pay off its capital cost, less flood control contributions, but including interest 
and maintenance and operation costs, without aid from other sources. The 
cost to the Federal Government would not exceed $20 million, or from one-fifth 
to one-seventh of the Federal funds required to build a separate project. Fur- 
thermore, there would be no annual maintenance and operation costs for the 
Government to meet. 
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This proposal is for the United States to make a contribution to the con- 
struction cost of the local river development project in return for which flood 
control benefits would be provided. In 1958, Public Law 85-500 was enacted, 
which does exactly the same thing for the State of California’s Oroville Dam on 
the Feather River. In fact, the legislation requested for the Merced project uses 
the same language and is a virtual copy of Public Law 85-500 with names 
changed. 

In several other instances, Federal authorizations have been made for flood- 
control contributions to non-Federal projects. Among them are the following: 

Public Law 534, 78th Congress, December 22, 1944; Cherry Valley and New 
Don Pedro Dams, Calif. 

Public Law 436, 83d Congress, June 28, 1954; Coosa River, Ala. 

Public Law 476, 83d Congress, July 6, 1954; Markham Ferry Dam, Okla. 

Public Law 544, 88d Congress, July 27, 1954; Priest Rapids Dam, Wash. 

Public Law 85-500, 85th Congress, July 3, 1958; San Dieguito Dam, Calif. 

To summarize, we respectfully request that legislation be enacted which will 
authorize a contribution of Federal funds in an amount to be determined by the 
Secretary of Army and the Merced Irrigation District and which will be recom- 
pense for flood-control benefits to be provided in the proposed development by 
the district. These benefits will be thus obtained at the least possible cost to 
the United States under the most equitable and workable plan for multiple- 
purpose development of the Merced River. 

We urge your favorable consideration of the legislation. 

The above paragraphs may contain more or less data than you will need for 
the Public Works Committee. If you would like us to prepare copies for 
presentation we would be pleased to do so; we should have the number re- 
quired, to whom they should be addressed, etc. 

Thank you again for your help in this most important matter. 

With best wishes, 

Very sincerely yours, 
KENNETH R. McSwaIn, 
Chief Engineer and Manager. 


Senator Kerr. I would like for the staff to ask the corps to give us 
for the record their estimate of the cost of the project and of the 
amount that would be involved if authorization were made for Federal 
participation to the extent of flood control. 

Allright, Mr. Murray. 


STATEMENT OF A. N. MURRAY, GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF 
ENGINEER, RECLAMATION BOARD, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for the privilege of appearing before you. I have given a copy of a 
prepared statement which I trust you will be able to put in your 
record. 

However, I believe that in a very brief time I can summarize the 
main points in that statement. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Murray. I have also given to Mr. Mutz which are in far better 
words than the terms I can use that would describe the project that I 
would like to present to you, which is a project to authorize the Corps 
of Engineers to continue the bank revetment and bank protection 
work which they had been doing under preexisting authorizations for 
the past several years along the Sacramento River. 

This work essentially is needed to secure a stable river channel in 
one of the most highly developed agricultural and metropolitan areas 
of California. 

The corps project on—the corps report on the project—has been 
approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and I 
believe the Chief of Engineers has received the official endorsement of 
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the State of California pursuant to the 1944 Flood Control Act, and 
I understand within the past few days it has been reported on favor- 
ably by the Department of the Interior. 

We do not view in this report or in the proposals any substantial new 
Federal policy. It is a continuation of work which has been going on 
for many years. 

At the present time and under present authorization, the State of 
California acquires the necessary rights-of-way and utility relocation 
needs for this particular work on the Sacramento River. The cost of 
the work in the reclamation board area has averaged roughly 30 per- 
cent of the total cost of the projects. About the only change in this 
proposed corps report is that a total cost to the local interests would 
approximate, would be one-third. 

So there is practically no change as far as financing the project is 
concerned. 

The most important single thing, I believe, I can bring before you 
is to emphasize the need for this work at the present time. The corps 
tells us that their present authorization and funds will expire in this 
calendar year. 

Their report reveals that there is now approximately 40 miles of 
Sacramento River banks that have eroded to the point where imme- 
diate work should be done on them. 

In addition, the corps 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Murray, is that a navigation channel ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. In addition, the corps anticipates that 
approximately 20,000 feet, nearly 4 miles of additional erosion along 
these banks will occur during the course of each of the next 10 years. 
Thus we have quite a backlog of work at the present time, and every 
promise of a continuation of the same kind of deterioration of our 
river banks. 

At best we hope we can go before the State legislature in its coming 
session and secure the necessary authorization at the State level which 
would be a continuation of the authorization we now have. 

We therefore hope that the committee will give favorable consid- 
eration to amending into the omnibus flood-control bill, the bills 
which Senators Kuchel and Engle of California have introduced in 
the Senate on this subject, I believe the bill is S. 2913, and if there 
are no questions from the committee, that, I believe, is all the state- 
ment that I have, and I certainly appreciate the opportunity to be 
here. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Murray follows :) 





STATEMENT oF A. N. Murray, GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER OF THE 
RECLAMATION BOARD OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is A. N. Murray and I 
am general manager and chief engineer of the Reclamation Board of the State 
of California. The reclamation board has authorized my appearnce here in 
support of the authorization of bank protection work for the Sacramento River 
flood control project recommended by the Corps of Engineers in its “Review 
Report on Bank Protection and Maintenance, Sacramento River Flood Control 
Project, California”, dated June 1, 1959. I request that this statement be 
inserted into the printed record. 

Since 1917 the reclamation board has been the State agency designated to 
cooperate with the Federal Government through the Corps of Engineers in the 
planning, construction, and maintenance of flood control works on the Sacra- 
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mento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries. The board, therefore, has 
a vital interest in all matters affecting the Sacramento River project. 

The Sacramento River flood control project includes that river between Shasta 
Dam on the north and Collinsville on the south, two major tributaries—the 
Feather and American Rivers, a number of minor tributaries, and two major 
bypasses which carry floodwaters in excess of river capacity. The Sacramento 
River channel is leveed from Chico Landing south to Collinsville, the Feather 
River is leveed from a point upstream of Marysville to its confluence with the 
Sacramento River, and the American River is leveed from high ground about 
half way from Folsom Dam down to its confluence with the Sacramento River. 
Several of the minor tributaries are leveed or in the process of being leveed now. 
The bypasses are, of course, leveed throughout their length. 

Two of the major streams, the Sacramento and Feather Rivers, run through 
a generally flat valley in beds which have been raised considerably in elevation 
over the level of the land on either side. This process is a geological one, which 
was hastened a great deal by hydraulic dredging operations during the Civil 
War and the decades which followed it. The lower lands on either side of these 
two major rivers are divided by the river and tributary channels into five large 
basins, the Colusa and Yolo Basins on the west side and the Butte, Sutter, and 
American Basins on the east side. 

The Sacramento Valley floor is a vast, intensely farmed region with numerous 
cities and metropolitan areas. It is clear from the topographical and geo- 
graphical situations described above that opportunity for widespread and serious 
inundation of tens of thousands of acres of this valuable land is always possible. 
For this reason, beginning in 1850, landowners, reclamation and levee districts, 
the State itself, and since 1917 the State, the Federal Government and local 
districts in cooperation, have fought a constant battle to protect the stability 
of their river channels and to keep them within confined banks and levees. Land 
values in the area now exceed $500 million and improvement values exceed 
$1,500 million. The Sacramento River project now consists of approximately 
1,000 miles of river levee and 300 miles of bypass levee. 


Bank protection vitally needed in the area of the Sacramento River flood Control 
Project 


In 1911 the State of California, and in 1917 the Federal Government author- 
ized the Sacramento River flood control project. From time to time the project 
authorization has been modified to meet changing conditions and to provide 
necessary additional flood protection. The new authorization which would be 
accomplished by S. 2913, and which the reclamation board hopes can be accom- 
plished by amendment of H.R. 7634 now being considered by the committee, is 
but another modification in the project to meet recognized changes in project 
needs. The meandering characteristics of the streams involved, high flood 
flows, wind and wave wash, changes in river stage, tidal fluctuations, and wave 
wash from commercial and recreational navigation, all contribute to the bank 
erosion problem, for which the only economically feasible solution is bank 
protection. 

Private and local public agencies, the Federal Government and the State 
government, jointly have invested nearly $160 million in the protective works 
of the Sacramento River flood control project. However, unless the riverbanks 
themselves can be protected by properly engineered rock revetment, the integ- 
rity of the levee system will be threatened and this immense public investment 
will have been in vain. 

A survey of bank protection needs for the project in 1951 revealed that 242,000 
linear feet of bank protection was necessary at that time. This work has now 
been largely completed. The present review report of the Corps of Engineers, 
however, indicates that a current need for 230,000 additional linear feet of 
bank protection has developed since 1951 and the report further states that an 
estimated 200,000 linear feet of additional erosion will develop in the next 10 
years. With these estimates our State department of water resources and the 
State reclamation board are in agreement, 


The review report recommends a satisfactory program 


The district engineer, Corps of Engineers, developed the proposed bank pro- 
tection project for the Sacramento River and tributaries in cooperation with 
local interests, including the Reclamation Board of the State of California. The 
project carries the full endorsement of the reclamation board, the State depart- 
ment of water resources, and interested local groups. With the exception of 
one point, we do not consider that the authorization of the work carries with 
it any new Federal policy. This is simply the means of keeping a stable, well- 








444 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


leveed river channel which will function to provide the flood protection on which 
the economy of the area depends. It continues bank protection work beyond 
the nearly 100 miles already done. At the present time, pursuant to the flood 
control acts of 1986 and 1941, non-Federal contributions on the Sacramento 
River project are limited to the costs of acquisition of lands, easement and 
rights-of-way, and to relocation of utilities. In some cases these costs are less 
than one-third of total project costs and in other cases are greater than one-third 
of total project costs. In Sacramento Valley projects constructed by the corps 
during the past 10 years, these costs have averaged about 30 percent. 

This historical cost-sharing formula is changed in the review report of the 
Chief of Engineers, which recommends that the Federal contribution toward 
bank protection work be limited to two-thirds of the total cost, with recognition 
of the cost of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and relocation of utilities. 
He estimates the costs of lands, easements, and rights--of-way at $2,390,000 and 
total construction cost at $19,060,000, thus necessitating local contributions of 
$4,820,000 toward construction; hence the total Federal contribution would be 
limited to $14,240,000. After full discussion and consideration, responsible 
agencies of the State of California, including the reclamation board, agree that 
this new policy is reasonable and are prepared to support it in the 1961 session 
of the legislature, at which time necessary authorization of the project at the 
State level will be sought. 

As we have indicated, a great deal of work has been done in the past few years 
in protecting the banks of the Sacramento River project streams against erosion, 
thereby contributing to the security of the levee system. The effectiveness of 
the work has been amply demonstrated. Individual sections of completed 
work require maintenance and this is performed as a routine matter by the 
local or State agencies. No other satisfactory solution to the problem exists, 
We therefore commend the Chief of Engineers and the Corps of Engineers for 
the work they have done on the review report. 


Immediate authorization urgently required 


The present review report was authorized in 1955 when it was recognized 
that the bank protection work then included in the Sacramento River flood con- 
trol project was inadequate to provide essential flood protection. While the 
review report was in preparation the Corps of Engineers, realizing the urgency 
for continuing some bank protection work pending the completion of the report, 
negotiated a 3-year, $1144 million State-Federal cooperative bank protection pro- 
gram under the then-current authorization. This interim bank protection pro- 
gram will be completed during the current calendar year, and thereafter no 
Federal funds or authorization will be available. It is for this reason that the 
State of California and the reclamation board urge the incorporation of this 
authorization in H.R. 7634 which is now before the committee. Authorization 
of the work by the State legislature is necessary in order to assure appropri- 
ation of such State funds as may be needed for the work. We believe this can 
be accomplished at the 1961 session of the legislature which is a general session, 
and that such authorization would be difficult if not impossible to secure at the 
1962 legislative session, since the legislature normally considers only budgetary 
matters in even-numbered years. Thus a failure to include this authorization 
in H.R. 7634 will surely result in a 3- to 5-year delay in bank protection, there- 
by damaging the flood control project to the extent of millions of dollars in in- 
creased construction cost. As indicated in the corps’ report it is our best esti- 
mate that 230,000 linear feet of bank requires protection now, and that each 
year an additional 20,000 linear feet of needed protection will develop. We must 
eatch up on this backlog and we must put ourselves in the position of keeping 
current until the Sacramento River project is truly a completed, stable flood 
control project. 


Senator Kerr. Congressman Miller. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Mituer. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of ap- 
pearing here this morning very briefly, if I may, in behalf of Noyo 
Harbor in my district in California, and I would like the privilege, 
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if I may, of introducing a statement on behalf of inserting an item 
regarding a mooring basin in this legislation. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Miuuer. I have a prepared statement. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. It will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Mitirr. This mooring basin is very urgently needed because of 
the surge problems in connection with this harbor and the frequent 
damage which occurs to ships located within the harbor mouth. 

I believe that is all that is necessary in addition to my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Congressman Miller. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Miller follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLEM MILLER, MEMBER OF CoNnGREss, FIRST DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA, 
Berore U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorRKS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD 
ConTROL, RIVERS AND Hargors, APRIL 25, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request that the following two items be inserted 
in H.R. 7684: 

1. In title I, section 101, Navigation, following line 19, page 6: “Noyo River 
and Harbor, Calif.: House Document Numbered 389, Eighty-Sixth Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $370,000.” 

2. In title 11, Flood Control, section 204, following line 10, page 15: “Streams 
in Marin County, Calif., flowing into Richardson Bay (an arm of San Francisco 
Bay), including Coyote and Corte Madera del Presidio Creeks.” 

The Noyo Harbor item would authorize modification of an existing navigation 
project along lines recommended by both local interests and the Corps of Engi- 
neers so as to include a mooring basin. Such an improvement would alleviate 
serious congestion in the narrow harbor channel now used for mooring of the 
fishing fleet based at Noyo and would also afford sheltered mooring facilities. 

This improvement is urgently needed; under existing conditions the channel 
is subject to severe surging which causes frequent damage to the boats moored 
in this exposed channel. 

The modification is described in detail in House Document 389 which is before 
this committee. The local interests, represented by the Noyo Harbor Commis- 
sion, are agreeable to meet all requirements for local participation as set forth 
in House Document 389. These include providing without cost to the United 
States of bulkheads, levees, revetments, and required relocations necessary 
for construction of the basin and retention of dredge spoils, or in lieu thereof 
a cash contribution of the cost of these features, estimated on March 1958 
price levels at $143,000, plus maintenance of the mooring basin. 

The Richardson Bay Basin item would authorize a flood control survey 
urgently desired by local interests, including the Board of Supervisors of Marin 
County, Calif. 

The Corps of Engineers has underway Public Law 685 surveys of the two 
principal streams in this watershed—Coyote and Corte Madera del Presidio 
Creeks. Preliminary indications are that a coordinated basinwide plan may 
be most feasible and that cost of the local contributions under the Public Law 
685 formula may exceed local ability to pay. Because so much of the survey 
work has already been accomplished in connection with the Public Law 685 
studies, cost of completion of a basinwide survey is estimated by the corps at 
only $5,000. This is a rapidly growing area which suffers recurrent flood dam- 
age. In the winter of 1955-56 alone the corps estimated damage at $133,000. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of these two authorization 


items. 

Senator Kucner. Mr. Chairman, if the information I have is not 
a duplication of what my colleague, Mr. Miller, has asked to be 
inserted in the record, I ask consent that sundry material in support 
of the position which he has just outlined be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 
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(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF CARL W. SAUER, CHAIRMAN, Novo HARBoR COMMISSION IN 
Support OF Novo Harsor Moorine BASIN PROJECT 


Under Rivers and Harbor Act July 3, 1930, Senate Document 156, 71st Con- 
gress, 2d session, there was provided at Noyo, Mendocino County, Calif., an 
entrance channel 10 feet deep, 100 feet wide and river channel 10 feet deep, 
150 feet wide, extending 0.6 mile upstream, by jetties, dikes, rock removal, and 
dredging. This work was accomplished many years ago, with subsequent 
maintenance from time to time as needed. This expenditure of Federal funds 
and some local funds has aided in the building up of a substantial commercial 
fishing industry supplying food for national and international consumption and 
giving work to many fishermen and others in fish processing at Noyo Harbor. 

On March 2, 1945, House Document 682, 76th Congress, 3d session, a Rubble- 
mound Breakwater, about 1,100 feet long, extending from south headland at 
Noyo, Mendocino County, Calif., was approved. 

This project has been reviewed from time to time by the Army Engineers; 
however, funds for advanced engineering and construction have never been 
appropriated and the work has not been done. 

On June 30, 1948, House Document 586, 80th Congress, 2d session, extending 
river channel 10 feet deep, 150 feet wide, upstream one-half mile, was approved. 
istimated Federal costs, $280,000. Local costs for levees, right-of-way, berthing 
strips, berthing facilities, etc., $452,000. 

Congress has not, to this date, appropriated any funds for this project and 
no work has been done. 

Review of reports, Noyo River and Harbor, Calif., submitted in accordance 
with resolutions adopted April 24, 1953 and June 24, 1953 by the Committee on 
Public Works of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, respectively, 
approved by the Army Engineers, the modification of the upstream development 
to the construction, instead of a 175-vessel mooring basin on the south side of 
Noyo River, approximately 0.6 mile upstream at Federal cost of $383,000. Local 
costs for land, bulkheads, levees, berthing facilities, etc., amount to $387,000. 

Although, as indicated, the Federal costs for the mooring basin are $103,000 
more than for the upstream dredging, the Federal annual costs on the mooring 
basin job would be $16,500 and on the upstream channel job $26,760; a yearly 
saving of $10,260. 

Approximately 200 commercial fishing vessels are owned by individuals living 
adjacent to Noyo Harbor, and if conditions were as desired these boats would 
operate in and out of Noyo Harbor practically the year round, or remain at 
Noyo Harbor during the winter months or slack fishing seasons. 

During the late spring, through the summer and early fall months, there 
are at times as many as 500 commercial fishing vessels operating in and out 
of Noyo Harbor. 

Heavy rains occur during the winter months and the Noyo River will overflow 
its banks. This condition, combined with heavy storms at sea and high tides, 
creates a dangerous surge in the harbor and river resulting in losses of boats 
and heavy damage, all of which could be avoided if there were a mooring basin 
as recommended. Presently, to avoid such losses and damages, many of the 
Noyo boats go to other ports for safety during the winter; others, at considerable 
expense and deterioration, are taken from the water and placed on dry land 
adjacent to Noyo Harbor. Others just tie up to strings of piling, which the 
Noyo Harbor Commission has installed up and down the river, and pray that 
their lines will hold and that no logs or debris coming down the river will 
break them loose. This latter method dequires the owners of the boats to stay 
aboard day and night to guard their property. 

In the summer months with so many boats operating in and out of Noyo 
Harbor (as many as 500 at times) the congestion is so bad that the orderly 
discharge of cargoes of fish is interfered with. Many commercial vessels who 
could economically discharge their cargo at Noyo Harbor and quickly get back 
to fishing are compelléd to run down to Bodega Bay, or go north to Eureka, 
which takes many hours, resulting in higher costs and less hours to fish. 

For the above reasons and many other reasons to be found in the Army Engi- 
neers review of reports, referred to heretofore, it is urged that the modification 
of the previously congressionally approved project, extending river channel 
upstream one-half mile, be approved by this Congress. 
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Senator Kerr. John Bryant, flood control engineer, Riverside, 


Calif. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN BRYANT, FLOOD CONTROL ENGINEER, 
RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, I am John Bryant. I am chief engi- 
neer of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, and I am appearing here today in behalf of that district. 

We are appearing specifically in regard to the Tachevah flood con- 
trol project located in the Whitewater River Basin at Palm Springs, 
Calif. And, Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would like 
to file and have included in the record, with your permission. 

Sénator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Bryant. Briefly, this project was authorized, the survey on 
this project, was originally authorized in 1937 by Congress, and in 
1956 the survey on the Whitewater River had not been completed and 
the Chief of Engineers recognizing the need for flood control pro- 
tection for the city of Palm Springs and Tachevah authorized the 
interim report. 

This project consists of a dam approximately 45 feet high. The 
picture shown on the wall to your left in yellow strip is the location 
of the reservoir site which will store approximately 900 acre-feet of 


water and control a peak discharge of a flood having 4,200 second- 


feet. This is a flood having an occurrence of about once in 250 years. 

The orange dotted line coming down through the blue area indi- 
cates the underground outlet from the dam which ties in at, where it 
terminates at, the lower end ties into an existing channel constructed 
by the flood control district. 

The area in blue on that map represents that area which the Corps 
of Engineers has designated as an overflow area, and on which they 
have made this cost estimates as far as damages are concerned. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are several witnesses here from Palm 
Springs today and with your permission I would like to introduce the 
first one, which is Raymond ML Sorum, who is the chairman of the 
zone commissioners of the flood control district and will speak briefly 
regarding past flood damages on this project. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Bryant follows :) 


TACHEVAH FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, PALM SPRINGS, CALIF. 


In August 1937, Congress authorized a preliminary examination and survey of 
the Whitewater River. The preliminary report was submitted in March 1939, by 
the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the survey was authorized by the Chief of En- 
gineers May 23, 1939. 

In 1955 the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 
together with the city of Palm Springs, requested the Corps of Engineers to make 
an interim report on Tachevah Creek. This request was made because of the seri- 
ous flood threat posed by this creek to the city of Palm Springs and with full 
knowledge of past flood damages which have occurred in the overflow area. The 
interim report was authorized by the Chief of Engineers on April 24, 1956. 

The city of Palm Springs has passed a special bond issue of $100,000 to assist 
the district in paying local costs for the construction of the project, and the dis- 
trict, by resolution, has assured the Federal Government that it will furnish all 
necessary rights-of-way, maintain and operate the project upon its completion, 
and hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
and operation of the entire project. Further, the district has assured the Fed- 
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eral Government that it will pay any reasonable construction costs due to land 
enhancement resulting from the construction of this project. To date the district 
has expended in excess of $57,000 for the acquisition of rights-of-way at the dam- 
site. The right-of-way was purchased to prevent its development with expensive 
residences. 

Section 14, which belongs to the Agua Caliente Indians and is for the most part 
undeveloped, lies in the heart of the city of Palm Springs and would be protected 
by this project, along with areas of expensive residential development and a major 
portion of the central business district. The tribal council, the city of Palm 
Springs, the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County and the flood control dis- 
trict have concurred in the plan of control as set forth by the Corps of Engineers 
in their report. In the “Interim Report on Survey and Flood Control—Tachevah 
Creek—Whitewater River Basin, Calif.,” dated April 1, 1957, the Corps of En- 
gineers recommended the construction of this project. 

The Agua Caliente Indian land which would be protected by this project is the 
most valuable undeveloped real estate in the city of Palm Springs. Improve- 
ment of section 14 in a manner consistent with surrounding development is pres- 
ently planned and is, in fact, being currently implemented. It has been estimated 
that values exceeding $400 million will result ultimately from proper utilization of 
the section. It is notable that the U.S. Corps of Engineers in its interim report 
projected a value of only $175 million for this area. 

Inasmuch as almost 4 years have elapsed since the time the true value of prop- 
erty subject to damage by the project flood in the most probable overflow area of 
Tachevah Creek was estimated, the district felt it desirable to have current ap- 
praisals made on the property. The appraisal firm of Morrison & Hill was there- 
fore employed to make a current estimate of the value of property subject to dam- 
age by the standard project fiood. This firm, after consultation with representa- 
tives of the district office of the U.S. Corps of Engineers in Los Angeles and the 
completion of a detailed field study, has furnished the flood control district with 
the estimated current true value of land in the overflow area which was de- 
veloped in the same manner, using the same procedures as those used by the Corps 
of Engineers. ‘A copy of this report is attached. 

The following table is taken from page 5-5 of the “Interim Report on Survey 
for Flood Control-Tachevah Creek-Whitewater River Basin, Calif.,” dated 
April 1, 1957, with a column added to indicate present value levels as reflected by 
the Morrison & Hill report. 


Summary of estimated values of property subject to damage by the standard 
project flood in the most probable overflow area of Tachevah Creek, Whitewater 
River Basin, Calif. 








Estimated Average Estimated 
Type of property | Area true value | value for true value 
(1956) | next 50 (1960) 
| years ! 
Residential: 
Developed and partly developed | 173 | $11,360,600 |___. seimalbease “ 
Partly developed 12 255,000 | $53, 600, 000 $17, 350, 000 
Undeveloped 222 2, 220, 000 | oe Rati f ea 
Business: | 
Developed and partly developed oe | 85 8, 600, 000 |. . ‘ : ‘ x 
Undeveloped__ | 4 60,000 | 34, 500,000 25, 600, 000 
Public (buildings and grounds) 34 1,810,000 | 7, 200, 000 2, 200, 000 
Highways and streets ‘ | (?) 65, 000 | 240, 000 120,000 
Utilities. a } () 100, 000 | 400, 000 600, 000 
Channel improvements | 30,000 | 60, 000 30, 000 
FOR ses dndasiece Sete shbkvasescal 530 24, 500, 000 96, 000, 000 | 45, 900, 000 





; For period 1957-2006 without additional flood control; based on 1956 price levels. 
* Included in areas given for other property. 


In the above table the estimated true value for the year 1956 is indicated to be 
$24,500,000. The current valuation for the same area as determined by the 
appraisal firm of Morrison & Hill is $45,900,000. This represents an increase 
of over S87 percent within a period of less than 4 years. As was previously 
pointed out, it has been estimated that the value of future development antici- 
pated in section 14, alone, will approach $400 million. In view of the above 
figures it is the conviction of the flood control district that the average value 
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($96 million) for the next 50 years, presented in the report of the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers, is extremely conservative. 

It should be of great interest and reflect creditably upon local interests that 
in the past few years they have expended in the Palm Springs area in excess 
of $1 million for flood control works. Further, the flood control district has 
made and furnished to the U.S. Corps of Engineers, at no cost, topographic maps 
and aerial mosaics on the upper Whitewater River watershed for use in their 
planning program which are valued at $66,486. This does not include the value 
of miscellaneous maps and services furnished by the flood control district. 

It appears clearly evident, from the foregoing material and the appraisal re- 
port attached thereto, that the spectacular development of Palm Springs will 
continue. It is the feeling of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District and the residents of Palm Springs that this is a justified 
project which should be authorized by Congress. 

Joun W. BRYANT, 
- Chief Enginecr, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, Riverside, Calif. 


Economic ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF REAL PROPERTY WITHIN TACHEVAH 
CREEK OVERFLOW AREA AS OF FEBRUARY 15, 1960, FOR RIVERSIDE CoUNTY FLoop 
CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Submitted by Morrison & Hill, San Bernardino, Calif. 
PURPOSE OF STUDY 


This study has been conducted for the purpose of reporting an estimate of 
the total value of real property lying within the Tachevah Creek overflow area 
as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for its “Interim Report on Sur- 
vey and Flood Control-Tachevah Creek-Whitewater River Basin, Calif.,” 
dated April 1, 1957. Overflow results from runoff accumulating at the mouth 
of Tachevah Canyon which is located in the foothills of the precipitous San 
Jacinto Mountains immediately west of Palm Springs, Calif. The overflow coy- 
ers an area of approximately 530 acres including the greater portion of central 

alm Springs and a large segment of the Agua Caliente Indian ownership in 
section 14, Township 4 South, Range 4 East, San Bernardino Base and Meridian, 
Riverside County, Calif. 

DATE OF STUDY 


Data was accumulated and analyzed during the months of January and Feb- 
ruary 1960. The effective date of the value conclusion is February 15, 1960. 


GENERAL INFORMATION 


Palm Springs is known worldwide as a recreation center famous for its mild 
winters and healthful mineral waters. It is located at the foot of the San 
Jacinto Mountains. These mountains create a unique climatic environment for 
the city by retaining a blanket of warmth during winter months when other 
areas, even those nearby, are suffering fluctuations of seasonal temperature. In 
addition, the mountains form a buffer limiting the penetration of San Gorgonio 
Pass winds which affect much of the remainder of the region. Palm Springs 
development has absorbed nearly all of the protected areas with the exception 
of the Indian lands in section 14. The land within section 14 is undeveloped 
primarily due to historical leasing policies of the Bureau of Indian Affairs that 
effectively stifled growth and resulted in little more than slum-type improve- 
ments. Recent revision in leasing terms and requirements has led to the con- 
struction of the Spa Bath House at a cost of $690,000 and to the negotiation of 
other leases requiring comparable investment by the lessees. It is clearly 
apparent that future development will take place in this area at an accelerating 
rate with the improved terms and procedures for leasing now available. 

The latest population census for Palm Springs completed in 1958 revealed a 
permanent population of 12,600 (the current estimate is 14,000) with an influx 
of vacationers that exceeds 35,000 on a given day in the winter season. The 
bulk of the permanent population is engaged in tourist related activities. In 
automotive travel time Palm Springs is approximately 2 hours from the metro- 
politan complex of Los Angeles and is only slightly more distant from San Diego. 
A major transcontinental highway, U.S. 60-70-99, passes within a few miles of 
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the city and a major State highway, California 111, carries traffic through the 
city from that artery. In addition, freeway plans are currently projected for a 
restricted access route into the city. Bonanza and Western Airlines, as well 
as the Santa Fe and Southern Pacific Railways, provide scheduled transporta- 
tion service to the community. 

Utilities and services are comparable to any other modern city and include 
water, electricity, telephone, natural gas, sewage disposal, fire and police pro- 
tection, and refuse disposal. Television receiption via coaxial cable is also 
available. 

DEFINITION OF VALUE 


For the purpose of this study value is defined as the highest price obtainable 
in a free market transaction in which both parties are fully informed and acting 
under no unusual compulsion. 


VALUATION PROCEDURES 


Except for land in section 14, the broad base upon which this study has been 
developed is the ad valorem tax valuation reported by the Riverside County 
assessor, It was assumed and later verified by field study that a reasonable 
degree of uniformity could be expected in the ratio of assessed value to market 
value for similar properties in the same neighborhood. Applying this hypoth- 
esis, areas related by development and use were defined and a careful evalua- 
tion of hallmark parcels in each area was completed. Multipliers reflecting the 
relationship between assessed value and market value were then developed 
for the hallmark properties. The multipliers were utilized to modify assess- 
ment levels and bring them into conformity with current market experience. 
Spot checks were made where possible to affrm the validity of the approach and 
increase its statistical reliability. 

Current value levels of control properties were ascertained from verified sales 
and listings of comparable properties, recent estimates of market value reported 
by leading Palm Springs appraisers, building data provided by the Palm Springs 
building department, income data supplied by owners of commercial properties, 
recent appraisals by lending institutions for loan purposes, and through con- 
versation with public officials, realtors, and other informed persons. 

Typical of market data studied is the sale of the Howard Manor, an older, well 
maintained hotel, owned in part by Jack Dempsey. The hotel sold for $750,000, 
with additions by the new owners of $150,000 since the purchase date. In com- 
paring the market price with the ad valorem tax valuation a ratio of 5.9 to 1 
is developed if the additions are omitted from consideration. In another area, 
after the land ratio was established at 7.6 to 1 from the sale of comparable vacant 
lots, the improvement ratio for newly constructed apartment-motels was sta- 
bilized at 4 to 1 as a reflection of cost correlated with actual market trans- 
actions. In the area of estate residential properties sales reflected a 5.2 to 1 
ratio for land and a range of 3.5 or 4 to 1 for improvements (this ratio varied 
depending on specific neighborhoods). It will be noted that there is a con- 
siderable difference in the ratio of assessed value to market value between the 
various properties surveyed. Consequently and justifiably each use and neigh- 
borhood was analyzed separately in relation to the established basic data. 

The estimates and opinions of local appraisers and other informed persons 
Were importantly considered as a part of the survey. A recent appraisal for 
purposes of sale of a secondary commercial property, formerly the site of a fire 
station on the main street, Palm Canyon Drive, was $1,000 per front foot. The 
property lies three blocks northerly of the 100 percent commercial neighborhood 
and just outside the overflow area. Current sales at a secondary location on the 
Same street, but southerly of the 100 percent location and near the southerly 
extension of the overflow area substantiate this valuation. A thorough review 
of the comprehensive appraisals prepared in December 1957 for the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs by the San Bernardino firm of Savage & Johnson and by Harry 
R. Fenton of Seattle covering section 14, was made in developing the value esti- 
mates for the largely undeveloped area lying within the section. The opinions of 
the Bureau’s staff appraiser and of the Administrating Indian Agent who has 
hegotiated recent sales and leases of Indian land throughout Palm Springs as 
well as in section 14, were in agreement with the values developed for Indian 
lands. Well documented appraisals by the Bureau’s staff appraiser were con- 
sidered in projecting the values to today’s level. 
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Costs as reflected by building permits were analyzed and related to other 
known cost data to develop a replacement cost index for improvements. Sig- 
nificant investment in recent or fairly recent improvements within the overflow 
area include the Spa Bath House with, as earlier cited, a construction cost of 
$690,000 in late 1959, the J. W. Robinson Store constructed at a cost of $280,000 
in 1957, and the Bullock’s Department Store at $315,000 in 1953. It was neces- 
sary to adjust many of the historical costs to current local levels. The in- 
creasing rate of building indicated by permits is an important indicator of 
future growth and warrants support for a conclusion of greatly increasing values 
for the overflow area. A tabulation of building permits for the last 10 years is 
included in an appendix to this report. 

Income data revealed by local owners support the value level estimated for 
investment property when analyzed in relation to returns which might be ex- 
pected from commercial activities in other communities in southern California. 
One investor, personally known to the analysts, stated he was making more than 
30 percent on his investment. While there is a possibility no provision for re- 
capture of invested capital is considered in this statement, it is believed to be 
indicative of the developing market and exploding values in the city of Palm 
Springs. 

Finally and of great importance in this study was the relationship of the basic 
data to loan valuation estimated by bank appraisers. The attitude of institu- 
tional lenders is of vital importance to the economy of a city. The very axiom 
of credit extension is repayment in the projected future. Typically, the bank 
appraisers’ ratio of value to ad valorem tax valuation was 3.4:1 or slightly less 
than the typical ratio revealed by market data. This ratio is not out of line, 
however, with bank appraisal to value ratios in other communities of Riverside 
County. Considering the conservation of bank appraisers, the ratio appears to 
be significantly high and reflects faith by mortgage lenders that the long term 
economics of Palm Springs are sound. 


VALUE ESTIMATE 


Estimates of value for the specific uses shown in the chart hereunder are based 
on the valuation procedure related above and reflect a systematic and thought- 
ful analysis of the empirical data compiled. Bach parcel within a use type was 
viewed and judgments were made based on individual consideration of the 
parcels. 





Type of property Estimated value 
i i ae ah $7, 600, 000 
REMI NINN So. ns ctscsceceecn Ssh he gc Ak ses Rita aes sie acca 4, 950, 000 
a cl a ln od na dal aa _---- 22, 000, 000 
Nr assis sos besa i gs pel p tang cn apm ie Crm aeernens <op la 2, 200, 000 
I a a ed a ar 120, 000 
MN assed i pcos cn ne oat ie alsa op SPR aa og ee 600, 000 
NN a at Pe ee 30, 000 
Undeveloped (various potential uses) ......._.----.--___--_____-__ 8, 400, 000 

CE CUDCa NSIS WO eee i 45, 900,000 


FUTURE PROSPECTS 


It is believed that the data accumulated and the procedures utilized for 
analysis support values estimated for the overflow area. Current economic con- 
ditions and the future potentiality of Palm Springs are founded in optimism, 
but with good reason. The Palm Springs Chamber of Commerce reports im- 
pressive statistics concerning the city. President Eisenhower can attest to the 
balmy weather, as can the masses who visit the city during the winter months. 
Growth rates attest that California leads the Nation, that southern California 
exceeds the State, and that Riverside County and Palm Springs are increasing 
at a greater rate than southern California. Building-permit data reveals annual 
construction in excess of $11 million since 1955-56 which is impressive for a city 
of 14,000 in permanent population. In the current fiscal year new highs are 
anticipated with permits in excess of $9 million already and $2,500,000 in Jan- 
uary of 1960. 
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In considering growth factors, the analysts again emphasize the importance of 
revised leasing policies concerning the Indian land in section 14. In the past 
because of restrictions in lease terms, investors and developers were forced 
around the edges of this section or to other areas. Slum-type development took 
place on the Indian land, while adjacent lands were improved with lavish hotels 
and exclusive vacation homes. It is incongruous to see the developments side 
by side, yet the desirability of climate effectively counteracted the otherwise 
blighting effect of low-quality, poorly maintained improvements existing on 
Indian land. 

The remarkable growth of less well located communities such as Palm Desert 
and Cathedral City was largely due to the lack of availability of protected land 
in Palm Springs. Obviously, relaxed leasing terms for the Indian land in section 
14 will lead to building at a markedly increasing rate in this desirable unde- 
veloped area. The Spa Bath House is typical of improvements which will result 
from the new lease policies—$690,000 has already been invested in bath facili- 
ties with an additional $1 million to be invested in hotel and related improve- 
ments around the original bathhouse. Hotels such as the $1 million Rivera 
would more logically have been located in the Indian section near the heart of 
the downtown area instead of more than 1 mile distant had the land been rea- 
sonably available. Based on the Spa improvement and other comparable leases 
requiring similar investment, it is believed that a new frontier has been opened 
in the most desirable portion of Palm Springs and that absorption of the land 
and construction within this area will come at a startling rate. 

Equally as important as actual current activity in projecting the future of the 
overflow area is the basis of this expansion and projected growth in the economy 
of southern California and, in deed, the west coast. Southern California is one 
of three areas of the world known geographically as “Mediterrean Agriculture” 
(excluding the Mediterrean itself). One need only to reflect on the relative de- 
sirability of the base region to realize that a phenomenal population increase 
is a certainty for an area with the attractive geography of southern Cailfornia. 
Most demographers agree that southern California population will reach the 
density of Mediterrean coastal areas. 

In conjunction with anticipated population increases, the Nation is experienc- 
ing a shift in the relationship of work time to leisure time, and in the number 
of retired self-supporting adults to total population. Leisure time activities are 
in demand. Recreational cities meet a need recognized by the sociologist and 
psychologist and are required by the public as a necessity of life. It is interest- 
ing to note that a major picture magazine recently devoted an entire issue to 
the increase of leisure time, the effect of burgeoning demand upon existing 
recreational facilities, and to the need for rapidly expanding facilities to meet 
the needs of the future. Political and economic thinkers of the day, advocating 
a 4-day week, further emphasize the increasing demand for recreation. 

Considering these premises, and the actual developmental trends of Palm 
Springs, the analysts can only assume that a city of a primarily recreational 
character is as important, necessary, and stable as an industrial city, an agri- 
cultural center, or a seat of government. Future growth of Palm Springs is 
assured and should exceed all expectations. 





CONCLUSION 


As a final correlative of data collected and analyzed, it appears clearly evi- 
dent that the spectacular development of Palm Springs reflected by the current 
bristling level of construction activity and the past rate of growth will continue. 
Unquestionably, revised lease terms affecting Indian land will result in the 
major activity occurring within section 14. Since the greater portion of the 
undeveloped land within the Tachevah Creek overflow area lies within this 
choice Indian section, it should be obvious that the greatest potential for in- 
creased value in the overflow area has been undeveloped to the present time. 
Therefore, in comparing the current value estimate ($45,900,000) with that 
developed earlier by the U.S. Corps of Engineers ($24,500,000) only a small 
fraction of the potential increase is revealed. With projected new construction 
activity occurring in the select undeveloped land of section 14, the valuation of 
the overflow area should mushroom to heights that will prove any current esti- 
mate very conservative. 





456 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


CERTIFICATION 
We hereby certify that: 
We have no property interest, present or contemplated, within the Tachevah 
Creek overflow area or in the Palm Springs area. 
Neither the employment to make this valuation study, nor the compensation 
therefor is in any manner contingent upon the value reported. 
To our knowledge and belief, all statements and information in this report 
are true and correct. 
We believe the approach used and the values estimated in this report are 
reasonable within the obvious limitations of a project of this magnitude. 
Morrison & HILt 
DoNALp D. Morrison, SRA, 


Selected statistics revealing the 10-year growth of the city of Palm Springs, Calif. 


Suilding permits valuation : Postal receipts—Continued 
- 1949-50 maditcidimensas “ey ey ee FOO. oo cdincc. eke $241, 095 

19H 1 at _.. 6,377, 822 1956_ creche anata ueatekon 269, 373 
1951-52 ‘ cscacn ‘Oy Ree, eee 1957_.—- = eee 281, 208 
1952-53 nwrtitwenveaiaics “ee eee Onee PERS oe arms arkcie 2 = 326, 724 
1966-64. 22-........... “, 20d, tro es oe 377, 818 
1954-55 _.... 8,416,482] Assessed valuation : 
1955-56 sintlieates cance es ee ee 1950-51___- _---.. $27, 697, 000 
1056-67... .... ___... 18, 497, 545 1961-62___... _--. 28, 854, 000 
1967-05...-..._........ 30, See, 100 PI a se ccc chest 31, 357, 000 
106-00... - 2.2... ED ee, ee Fee. eee . 383, 482, 612 
1959-60 (to date)__-_ 9, 000, 000 1954—-55___.._________ 35, 685, 070 

Postal receipts : 1955-56_-..-_-__.-_-_ 38, 318, 170 
1950 piece ee .. $187, 161 1956-57 ____ ..-.... 47, 956, 640 
Bcc edaas eee EPR ore 538, 699, 510 
1952 5 screen a epmemunas doe 176, 059 | ee ese 60, 177, 240 
1953 . Lee 1959-60 otek ey eee, ee 
1954- oe ees 


Weather statistics for Palm Springs, Calif—Average monthly temperatures, 
Jan. 1 through Dec. 31, 1956-58 * 


Nl 

Month | Maximum | Minimum Month | Maximum | Minimum 
January 69 | 41 || July pew] 111 | 69 
February ; 76 47 || August- : 106 72 
March | 76 | 45 || September ceil 104 | 65 
April 86 50 || October | 91 | 58 
May 96 57 || November eal 77 46 
June 106 65 || December -. “3% 75 43 


1 Annual average rainfall, 1956-58, 2.92 inches. 


Morrison & HILr, 
San Bernardino, Calif., February 19, 1960. 
Re economic analysis and evaluation of real property within Tachevah Creek 
overflow area. 
Mr. Joun W. Bryant, 
Chief Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 
Riverside, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Bryant: In response to your request, our firm has made an investi- 
gation as to real estate market conditions and economic growth factors affecting 
the market value of the above property. As a result of this investigation and the 
use of Mass-appraisal technique, we have completed an analysis and formed an 
opinion that the total market value of real property within the overflow area as 
of February 15, 1960, is $45,900,000. 

Your attention is directed to the attached report which outlines our investiga- 
tion, evaluation technique, and conclusions. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Donatp D. Morrison, SRA. 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND M. SORUM, CHAIRMAN, ZONE COMMIS- 
SIONERS, RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL WATER CON- 
SERVATION DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Mr. Sorum. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Raymond M. Sorum. 

Senator Kerr. How do you spell it? 

Mr. Sorum. S-o-r-u-m, sir. And I am chairman of the Zone Com- 
missioners of the Riverside County Flood Control Water Conserva- 
tion District, and I am appearing in behalf of this Tachevah Creek 
project. 

I have a written statement which I would like to file with the com- 
mittee, but with your permission, I would like to make a brief oral 
statement about this project. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Sorum. Mr. Chairman, with your further permission, I would 
like to make use of the map on the wall to expedite my talk. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Sorum. The Tachevah Creek rises out of the eastern slope of 
the San Jacinto Mountains and flows across section 10 through a very 
fine residential district across Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Avenue 
through the north-central business district, and enters section 14, 
which is Indian land, and has taken a course somewhat diagonally 
across from northwest to southeast, and entered the Baristo Wash at 
that point which eventually makes confluence with the Whitewater 
River further on to the east. 

The area comprising this watershed is relatively small consisting of 
some 4.6 square miles. However, the terrain is very precipitous ‘and 
almost solid rock with very little vegetation, providing practically 
100 percent runoff. As is characteristic with ‘most flood problems in 
the desert, and particularly in Palm Springs, we have the same con- 
ditions in our other projects. 

I have lived in Palm Springs for 26 years. During that time I have 
had a very good opportunity to be interested in and witnessed the 
several floods which have occurred dur ing that time. I pay particular 
attention to the floods of 1937 and 1938 which aed considerable 
damage in this entire area and was by far the worst I think we have 
exper ienced in the past 26 years. 

However, the flood of 1943 with which I am very familiar because 
at that time I was serving as city manager of the city of Palm Springs, 
and it was my responsibility to rehabilitate the area which was 
damaged by this flood, the debris and sand that came out of this 
area, in this canyon filled the streets in the north-central business 
area, Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Avenue came to such a level 
that this water was forced on east and south to the extent that it 

caused the water to surge into this fine residential area in the Bush 
tract and flooded this area in here which is not designated on this 
map. This appearing to be high ground. 

However, this area was completely inundated, causing the under- 
mining of residenc es. The dislodgement of residences, and while it 

caused some damage here to the school which is located at this point, it 
did not destroy the school ground and undermine the building as it 
did in 1938, it did come down through section 14 and caused thousands 
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of dollars of damage which the city had to pay, and at the point where 
it entered the section 23 to the south of 14, eroded areas to a depth 
of 20 feet and 20 feet in width. There were some residences in the 
area at that time, but now it is solidly built up. 

It is my opinion if a flood of that intensity occurred today, with 
the development in Palm Springs, it would cause hundreds of thous- 
ands of dollars worth of damage. 

The tremendous growth of Palm Springs in the intervening years 
has caused us great concern about this particular project because 
nothing as yet has been done, and we trust that your committee may 
look favorably upon this project and include it in the omnibus bill, 
and on behalf of the zone commissioners of the Riverside County 
Flood Control Water Conservation District, I want to thank you, 
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, for permitting me to 
appear today. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Sorum follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RayMOND M. SoruM, CHAIRMAN, ZONE COMMISSIONERS, RIVER- 
sip—E County FLoop ControL WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE, CALIP., 
ON TACHEVAH CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


Tachevah Creek rises in the San Jacinto Mountains west of and adjacent to 
the city of Palm Springs and flows eastward through a residential section and 
the northern part of the business district, thence southeastward to its conflu- 
ence with Baristo Wash. Due to the precipitous slopes of the watershed and 
the complete lack of vegetation, there is almost a 100-percent runoff of every 
rainstorm, each having a very short time of concentration. While the water- 
shed is small in size, it produces a high peak discharge, which results in damag- 
ing floods to the developed areas within Palm Springs. 

I have lived in Palm Springs for the past 26 years, during which time I have 
observed major floodflows on Tachevah Creek which have caused extensive 
damage to the residential and business districts of the city. Floods observed 
occurred in 1937, 1938, 1948, and 1952. While each of these caused considerable 
damage, the flood of 1938 was by far the most destructive. In this flood a por- 
tion of the Francis Stevens School was undermined and the playground was 
destroyed. Business firms located on Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Avenue 
were flooded, and the city streets were filled with debris. Also, the entire 
northwest portion of section 14 was completely inundated. 

In February 1943, when I was city manager of Palm Springs, the flood filled 
Palm Canyon Drive, Indian Avenue, and the connecting streets with debris to 
such an extent that they were impassable, and forced the floodwaters into many 
of the adjacent residences and hotels. This flood also undermined and shifted 
many homes located in section 14 and eroded a gully through the northeast 
quarter of section 23, which measured about 20 feet across and up to 20 feet 
in depth, at its largest section. The rehabilitation of this area cost the city 
of Palm Springs many thousands of dollars. Damage to private property ex- 
ceeded the costs to the city many times. 

Since the flood of 1943, there has been a tremendous growth in Palm Springs 
and, while that flood would not be considered one of major proportions, should 
it reoccur today, the resultant damages, in my opinion, would amount to hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars. 

On behalf of the zone commissioners of the district, I wish to thank you for 
this opportunity of appearing before your committee, and request that this 
project be given favorable consideration for inclusion in the public works 
omnibus bill. 

RAYMOND M. Sorum. 


Senator Kerr. I want to ask you a question. Did you boys have 
the President out there some time back in Palm Springs / 
Mr. Sorum. Yes. 
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Senator Kerr. I wish you had shown the project to him and gotten 
his acquiescence, because his Budget Bureau is opposing it down here. 
That constitutes quite a roadblock. 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, we did furnish copies of this photo- 
graph on a small scale and a write up of the project that were placed 
in the hands of, that were furnished all the press representatives at 
the time the President was in Palm Springs. 

Senator Kerr. I think they became the agency that grounded the 
information rather than an agency for the person for whom it was 
intended. 

Senator Kcecurn. Mr. Chairman, may I say that the position of the 
Budget Bureau might conceivably be a roadblock to some less able 
members than the chairman and the members of the committee here. 
Here is an example of a project endorsed by Corps of Engineers, 
it has been endorsed by the Department of the Interior, it has been 
approved, for what little that may be worth, by the Federal Power 
Commission. Indeed, it has been approved by the Senate of the 
United States. It is only the Budget Bureau which thus far has main- 
tained its opposition, and I do trust that in keeping with the usual fair 
consideration that the chairman of the committee gives, that this com- 
mittee will proceed to judge this petition on the basis of its merits. 

Senator Kerr. That will be our position. I was not making the 
statement as corroborative of any justification for opposition. I was 
merely referring to it as one of the facts of life which at times have 
been major around here, and which at other times have been held to 
be minor. 

Senator Kucuet. And somewhat irksome. [Laughter.] 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. Bryant. The next witness, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
introduce to the committee, is Mr. Frank Bogert, who is mayor of 
the city of Palm Springs who has a brief statement to make. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK BOGERT, MAYOR, CITY OF 
PALM SPRINGS, CALIF. 


Mr. Bogert. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a prepared state- 
ment which I will leave here, but I wish to speak briefly, if I may. 

I think you are all familiar with the explosive growth in southern 
California; and Palm Springs, like the rest of southern California, 
has had a tremendous growth. However, it does not show in our 
2 Seger because we are, being a resort area, we only have a popu- 
ation of 12,500. However, we have an assessed valuation of $64,- 
778,000, which is the same as other areas with a population of 83,000. 
We get as high as 100,000 in the wintertime. en it gets to 120 
degrees in the summertime, we get down to about 10,000 population. 

Senator Kerr. You say they drop down? 

Mr. Bocert. We drop down in the summertime to about 10,000 
population. 

enator Kerr. I am trying to find out whether it is this condition 
or just not there. 

Mr. Rocrrtr. No, everybody goes away, we are a resort area. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. Bocerr. Only us local people and lizards stay there in the 
summertime. I have considerable figures here in this report on the 
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growth of Palm Springs, but just to give you some brief estimate 
of it, our building permits were $15, 193. 000 last ot ; our post office 
rec eipts were up ‘16 percent; our ret tail sales up 15 percent; and our 
tourists last year were 500,000 that came there last year. 

Our growth factor, based on new meters and building permits, and 
various other sources, is 12.5 percent, compounded annually, Last 
year’s growth on this basis was 14.6. So you can see, we are one of 
the fastest growing communities in the country. 

The important thing about this is we are a city of 42 square miles, 
and the 1 square mile. you see on the map here is right in the center 
of town here, the geographical center of Palm Springs is the Indian 
reservation of section 14. This section has never been developed 
because of the flood problem and also because it belongs to the Indians 
and right now we are ready to develop this because we have put a new 
road some 100 feet wide and it goes right down the center and we can't 
do anything on this until we get the flood problem settled on this. 

This land is worth over $30,000 on acre, and we have considerable 
development ready to go on this new street that goes down there, all 
of which are held up on account of this. These are in allotments 
to the Indians; this is not tribal land; this is all land allotted to the 
Indians; and they are 214- and 5-acre allotments. All of these Indians 
are standing by waiting to lease or sell these allotments, but cannot 
do anything until we get the problem settled as far as our flood control 
is concerned across this area. 

The rest of my data will be attached in the statement. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. What you say about the Palm Springs allotments 
interests me a great deal. 

One of the very first bills on which the committee ever held hear- 
ings on which I first came to Congress was when I was a member 
of the committee on Indian Affairs in the House and we dealt with 
the Palm Springs Reservation. At that time, of course, that was in 
1937 or 1938, the city of Palm Springs did not. have $64 million of 
assessed valuation. In fact, it was the legislation at that time devel- 
oped that made the city possible. 

What about these allotments? Can the Indians get. a patent to 
them ? 

Mr. Bocerr, Under the new laws, the Indians ean get.a patent ; how- 
ever, most of the Indians that are in section 14 are either minors or 
have conservators and they are leasing this land under the 99-year 
lease bill we have. 

Senator Case. You refer to it as a bill. Is it an act of Congress? 

Mr. Bogert. Yes, it is. 

Senator Casr. So that they could get this 99-year lease without any 
possible opposition from the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

Mr. Bocerr. We already have one lease with a new bathhouse that 
is on section 14 that is $900,000, approximately, bathhouse, on Indian 
tribal lands, and it is a 99-year lease. 

Senator Case. Does the present Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
favor patenting or would the Indians rather ask for patents rather 
than a lease ? 
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Mr. Bocerr. He has favored many patents. However, they are try- 
ing to get most of the Indians to lease their lands because they want 
to perpetuate the value to the Indians in the future and the Indians 
for the most part are leasing their lands and everything we are trying 
to do now is leases. There are very few lands that can be bought from 
Indians ; we are working on leases. 

Senator Case. Will the right-of-way have to be condemned on 
Indian-owned land for this project ¢ 

Mr. Bocerr. I think Mr. Bryant can answer that better than I. 

Mr. Bryan’. Mr. Chairman, we have an arrangement with the 
Indians for the right-of-way regarding this project and this will be 
testified to later. 

Senator Case. By negotiation ? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes.. 

Senator Case. You will not run into any constitutional questions 
about the power of eminent domain with respect to Indian lands? 

Mr. Bryant. That is correct. We do not anticipate any problems 
there at all. The Indians are here to testify on that point this morn- 
ing or a later date. 

Senator Case. I do not want to invite a whole brochure by the 
chamber of commerce, but I was interested in this table which you sub- 
mitted which showed a $64 million evaluation for a city with a popula- 
tion of 12,000, and all the other cities with populations cited r anging 
from 20,000 up to 70,000 population do not have an assessed valuation 
as large as Palm Springs. How do you explain the high assessed 
valuation in Palm Springs? 

Mr. Bocerr. One of the reasons is we have nothing but hotels; we 
have no industry. We have about 350 hotels, several ‘worth $2 and $3 
million. We just built one $500,000 hotel, and when you add all the 
hotels up there, you would run up to a much higher valuation than all 
the homes. 

Senator Case. That is all. 

Senator Kucuen. Mayor, is it not true that not only has the Corps 
of Engineers determined that this project is completely feasible from 
an economic and financial point of view, but that it does meet the spec- 
ifieations written into the law on which the Corps of Engineers makes 
recommendations / 

Mr. Bocerr. Yes, sir; I have seen all the reports on that and it 
certainly true. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mayor. 

Mr. Bocerr. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Bogert follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MAyor FRANK BoGeErRT, PALM SpriNnGs, CALir. 


Growth in the city of Palm Springs is measured by the demand for property 
and subsequent development of that property. The Tachevah Creek flood con- 
trol project would protect presently developed property and would provide pro- 
tection for undeveloped property very much in demand. The major portion of 
the undeveloped land lies in section 14, owned by the Aqua Caliente Indians. 

It is rather significant to note that growth in Palm Springs has not been cor- 
related with present and anticipated population. Because Palm Springs is a 
resort community, the growth of permanent population does not reflect the true 
growth of the community. It would appear that growth could more readily be 
determined if development of land associated with the tourist economy were 
investigated. This has been done, using as a criteria assessed valuation. 
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A comparison has been made between the city of Palm Springs, with an 
assessed valuation of $64,778,510, and other communities in southern California, 
with assessed valuations between $50 and $76 million. Populations of these 
southern California communities vary from 20,394 to 83,010. The average popu- 
lation of these communities is 38,544. A list of cities showing assessed valuation 
and population is attached. The population of the city of Palm Springs was 
12,671 in 1958. 

It can readily be seen that the value of property which can be protected by the 
construction of flood control works is far greater than that which a city possesses 
having the same population as Palm Springs. 

Another index of growth within the city of Palm Springs includes the value 
of building permits issued each year. In the fiscal year 1958-59, $15,193,407 in 
building permits were issued. The increase in value of building permits has been 
quite constant. 

Post office receipts also serve as an index of growth. In 1940, post office 
receipts were $53,424. In 1959 receipts were $377,818. The increase over 1958 
amounts to 16 percent. 

Retail sales have increased sharply. Since 1954, retail sales have risen from 
$24,439,514 to $62,760,000 in 1959, an increase of over 150 percent. 

Growth in the city of Palm Springs may also be measured by the total of 
combined permanent and transient, or tourist, population. In 1950, approxi- 
mately 100,000 persons visited Palm Springs. It is estimated by the chamber 
of commerce that over 500,000 visitors came to Palm Springs in 1959. 

The rate of growth as determined from available data indicates an annual in- 
crease of 12 percent for all facilities serving the city. 


Comparison of population of cities in California which have an assessed valuation 
similar to Palm Springs 











Assessed | Population Assessed | Population 

valuation valuation 
IN io iciedesitnianin $56, 026, 775 70,642 || South San Francisco - - ...|$65, 562, 155 35, 690 
| EE eS 73, 142, 730 55, 230 || Santa Clara.............. 75, 168, 620 43, 281 
tO DS 75, 449, 310 31, 367 || Sunnyvale................ 72,717, 490 41, 867 
SE ie) iicttcdoudawene. 64, 299, 830 74, 733 || Santa Rosa............... 56,379, 295 29, 644 
CS eee 64, 167, 890 30, 019 Noon nindiniciceedoa 50, 116, 520 34, 381 
Wt COVIIE. occccscocses 65, 042, 840 45,006 || Hawthorne___.........--- 65, 827, 620 31, 504 
NR ck conte cacaniancswae 55, 494, 495 21,754 || Huntington Park.......-- 64, 788, 260 29, 495 
Garden Grove..........-- 71, 110, 820 58,380 || Norwalk. -................ 58, 077, 080 83, 010 
Newport Beach --.-....--- 76, 075, 580 21,258 || Pico Rivera. ............. 53, 200, 420 52,113 
Palm Springs.........-.-- 64, 778, 510 SRT. Fh We ee vincnnnncnnctconen 58, 973, 820 32, 256 
OCMEA VIB. .cccccccasnen 50, 773, 310 SENT TF SENN. oo ichcccccscmesas 51, 662, 010 20, 304 


Statistics indicative of growth, city of Palm Springs 


Number Tele- Gas Electric Taxable School 
of water | phone connec- | connec- Sales (not district, School 
Year connec- | connec- tions tions total sales) assessed enroll- 
tions tions valuation ment 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
3,018 4, 956 2, 800 6,764 | $18,869,000 | $37, 636, 210 1, 582 
3, 237 5, 536 3,050 7, 15) 17, 689, 000 39, 609, 540 1, 640 
3, 400 6, 174 3, 200 7, 649 18, 149, 000 43, 527, 200 1, 747 
3, 632 6, 866 3, 250 8, 068 20, 649, 000 7, 227, 223 1, 855 
3, 987 7,312 3, 500 8, 957 24, 888, 000 51, 143, 990 2, 064 
4, 456 8, 402 4,000 10, 068 24, 775, 600 56, 042, 060 2, 385 
5, 064 9, 523 4, 450 11, 309 31, 270, 000 70, 973, 130 2, 726 
5, 499 10, 839 4, 850 12, 422 38, 129, 500 83, 002, 790 3, 104 
6, 234 11,915 5, 220 14, 218 40, 644,800 | 100,714, 240 3, 363 








Source of figures: 
(1) Palm Springs Water Co. (independent, not city owned). 
(2) California Water & Telephone Co. 
(3) Southern California Gas Co. 
(4) California Electric Power Co. (includes area served adjacent to Palm Springs). 
(5) State of California, Board of Equalization. 
(6) and (7) Palm Springs Unified School District (includes Palm Springs and adjacent area). 
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Assessed valuation, city of Palm Springs 











Year Amount Rite Year Amount Rate 
MIG ving secs nsakconcaubeie $64, 778, 510 9.3 Dt conti secctceintaceiaes $31, 356, 680 8.7 
== a 59. 267, 370 10.4 1951-52 ses 28, 853, 740 4.2 
53, 699, 510 12.0 195)-51 mie 27, 697, 160 5.4 
47, 956, 640 1 25.2 IS vicsincesssnicycaniiianiilencit 26, 275, 400 49.1 
38, 318, 170 10.4 I sisascncscncnconrteccine 17, 622, 590 12.8 
35, 629, 170 6.2 Pe Pi ciainnnsasaninn 15, 629, 330 23.8 
33, 541, 943 7.0 





1 Reaszessed, 


Valuation of building permits, city of Palm Springs 


1958-59____- $15, 193, 407 | 1954-55_____- $8, 416, 182 | 1950-51_____- $6, 377, 822 
1957-58____- 10, 340, 700 | 1953-54______ 4, 299, 775 | 1949-50______ 2, 529, 890 
1956-57_-__- 13, 497, 545 | 1952-53______ 4, 774, 852 | 1948-49______ 3, 373, 270 
1955-56_---- 11, 527, 853 | 1951-52____-_- 5, 114, 227 | 1947-48______ 7, 447, 726 
Post office receipts, city of Palm Springs 
DR nisictctacrcticen G57 s, G10) be cetasecae SOE OAT Ta tes $102, 723 
Dito mcinatsenmnos Py de) TOE, CFG t Se rcrcictcncerns 53, 424 
Ween cceacsen 269, 373 


Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Bryant. 
Mr. Bryant. Next, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Adm. 
Dan Wagner, retired, who is the city manager of Palm Springs. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL WAGNER, CITY MANAGER, 
PALM SPRINGS, CALIF. 


Mr. Wacner. Daniel J. Wagner, city manager of Palm Springs. 

Mr. Case, I would like to amplify the answer to your question. One 
of our problems with assessed valuation is the fact we have a large 
number of people who live in Palm Springs and they are extensively 
resort. residents, winter residents. However, they claim their home in 
Illinois, Washington, Oregon, and many other States, because they 
would otherwise come under the tax laws of the State of California. 
They maintain their legal residence in other States, but they are in 
Palm Springs up to approximately 6 months a year. Their property 
Is quite valuable. 

Senator Case. And you think this population figure of 12,671 does 
not tell the actual story of the number of people who reside in Palm 
Springs a great deal of the time? 

Mr. Wacner. In my opinion, that is correct, sir. 

I have two points to make in connection with the proposed reservoir. 
It is required, first, to protect an existing investment. Right at the 
present time the State foresters have informed us that there are 
over 58 inches of snow in the mountains above Palm Springs. Last 
Thursday had we had rain instead of snow within the mountains, 
we probably would have flood conditions at the present time. 

My other point is that we have to be permitted to develop our 
undeveloped territory and property in a very orderly manner. For 
example, this Congress during this past session has recognized the 
need for the development of undeveloped property by granting 99- 
year leases to the Agua Caliente Band of Indians. 


44845 —60—pt. 319 
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Senator Kerr. Would it be more accurate to say they have given 
them the authority to enter into and negotiate those leases in the event 
someone wants to acquire it from them ¢ 

Mr. Wacner. You are quite correct, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. The thing about this that I have been thinking about 
is the fact that the occurence of floods here is the historic fact, and it 
appears that development that has taken place that creates the crisis 
now existing had to have been with the full knowledge of those who 
brought about the de ‘velopment, that they were doing this building ina 
flood zone. 

Mr. Wacner. To a certain extent, sir, what you say is correct. Palm 
Springs developed in a rather unusual manner, I believe. Only alter- 
nate sections originally were available for development. So its de- 
velopment has been along a long north-south axis. 

In recent years the development has pushed to the east. To the 
west, it is hard up against the San Jacinto Mountain Range. 

When the property was developing rapidly, it really made little 
or no difference whether there were floods or there were not floods. 
But in recent years the movement and the availability of property 
has really caused the development in the manner in which we now 
find it. 

Does that answ i question, Senator? 

Senator Kerr. Well, I did not ask a question or I did not intend to. 

Mr. WAGNER. You made a statement, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I thought I was making a statement, and indicat- 
ing, of course, that it would be appropriate if you had any remarks 
to make upon it, Certainly, I recognize the validity of what you 
have just told me that the development has occurred, there was great 
pressure for it to occur, great demand for the space that was 
available. 

But it still seems to me that it had to be in the full light of knowl- 
edge on the part of everybody who participated in it, that it was in 
a flood zone. 

Senator Kucurer. Would the chairman let me make a comment on 
that ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Kucuen. Actually, I think the chairman is correct, but 
T rather doubt, if I may say so, that there are very many areas in 
California where that same comment could not be made. 

For example, my home city of Anaheim sustained periodic damage 
of considerable importance because it was located across part of a 
wash from the Santa Ana River, usually dry, but when flood situa- 
tions occurred, a raging torrent of water. 

Take the great communities along the Sierra Madre Mountains, 
which I know the chairman and members of this committee are ac- 
quainted with, cities like Arcadia and Monrovia, and those areas— 
all nestled close to mountains which when flash floods occur, have 
created considerable damage. 

Take through the Central Valley of California, Mr. Chairman— 
many of those so-called streams there are intermittent in their flow, 
but in flood conditions, Stockton has been inundated, Chowchilla, 
coming down south, has been flooded. 
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What I mean is this: Because of the geographical fact, I honestly 
believe, Mr. Chairman, if people had failed to develop the State be- 
cause of the unquestioned fact that floods would occur, we would not 
be where we are today. In other words, they have accepted that fact, 
and proceeded to develop the area. Meanwhile, the chairman well 
knows from time immemorial, this Congress and this committee has, 
ona piecemeal basis, provided some flood protection. 

Senator Case. But not from time immemorial, Mr. Chairman. 
The Flood Control Act of 1938 is probably the basis on which a great 
many communities have noted the policy that the Federal Govern- 
ment was adopting toward flood control and flood prevention works. 

Senator Kucnev. I think that is a good point. 

Senator Case. I think the chairman has a point here that possibly 
the country as a wliole and many communities in particular, are al- 
most, you might say, taking advantage of the fact that the Federal 
Government has adopted a rather broad and generous flood-control 
policy, and having noted that, developers have not hesitated to go into 
flood plains and start residential areas, hoping that if floods de- 
veloped that they would not be serious or if they did, that the Federal 
Government would put in a flood-control project and minimize the 
effects of the flood. 

On this particular instance, I think Congress itself may be partly at 
fault. It was a distinguished Representative of your own State, Mr. 
Chairman, the Honorable Will Rogers, not the cowboy, but Will Rog- 
ers, the Congressman who was chairman of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs in the House of Representatives, when this decision was made 
with regard to opening up, so to speak, the Palm Springs Reservation 
and determining a policy with respect to that. THe was the chairman 
of the hearings to which I earlier alluded. We were then importuned 
to adopt some program that would make the Palm Springs lands more 
available for development primarily on the ground that it would be of 
benefit to the Indians economically, and also that it would make 
salubrious climate of Palm Springs available for resort development. 

I have forgotten the details of the legislation which was something 
over 20 years ago, but I do recall that Congress did make some de- 
termination there which led to the development of Palm Springs, and 
if in doing that we invited this development to a certain extent in 
this instance because Government was the one that took the step in the 
full light and knowledge of the physical conditions which produced 
floods from time to time. 

Senator Fone. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have some comment 
on this aspect of the question. I come from a State where our rain- 
fall ranges from 500 inches at the top to around 25, and the average 
rainfall in various places runs 100, 120, 130 inches a year. Here we 
have 2.92 inches of rainfall per year. It is difficult for me to see how 
you get any flood conditions in that kind of a situation. 

_ Now, if that is so, then almost every creek in Hawaii would come 
in for a flood-control project. Here we have 2.92 inches. I would 
like to have a little comment on that situation, 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, I will answer that question. This 
watershed goes from an elevation of 450 feet above mean sea level to 
5,000 at the upper reaches. When we get up to around 5,000, what 
causes these floods, we may have a considerable snowfall in the moun- 
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tains such as we have now. Then if we suddenly get a cloudburst and 
warm rain on top of that, that is centered on this one area because of 
the precipitous nature of the slope and it is so steep and it is all rock, 
we get the entire amount of water at one time. It is not a great vol- 
ume, but it all comes at once. Two hours afterward the thing is dry, 
But it all comes at once and gives us a peak discharge like we are con- 
trolling here in this instance 4,200 second-feet of water. 

Senator Kerr. I also would make this observation: that rainfall 
and precipitation, the higher elevations in this mountain range, is far 
more than 2-some inches, just like it is in Hawaii, your excessive or 
higher volume of rainfall occurs in the higher elevations. The 2-some 
figure, I am sure, applies to the area at the base of the mountain. 

*Mr. Bryan. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. And it is entirely possible there might be snow on 
top of these mountain ranges representing 10, 15, 20 inches of rain- 
fall, and accumulating there, and then as Mr. Bryant has said, when 
portions of it melt, there is just not anything between it and this area 
at the base of the mountain. 

Mr. Bryan. At the top of this mountain range the average annual 
rainfall is 45 inches. 

Senator Kerr. And you get the runoff from that area which is 
something entirely separate and apart from handling the rainfall that 
you receive at the base of the mountain ? 

Mr. Bryan’. That is correct. 

(The letter submitted by Representative Saund follows :) 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 30, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: This is to remind you of our conversation last night at the 
Statler-Hilton Hotel regarding the Tahchevah Creek project at Palm Springs, 
Calif. 

An amendment will be proposed to your committee to include this project in 
the omnibus public works bill. I will sincerely appreciate your favorable con- 
sideration of this project, which is of vital importance to the flood protection 
of the rapidly-developing Palm Springs resort area. 

May I take this opportunity to express my sincere thanks for your past 
courtesies to me. It is my earnest hope that, in the near future, you will be able 
to accept my hospitality and enjoy a period of relaxation in beautiful Palm 
Springs. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
D. S. Saunp, Member of Congress. 

Senator Lone. Mr. Chairman, to what extent would another type of 
flood come under the program of this committee? It is true that we 
have to a minor extent the river floods in Hawaii, but we have another 
type of flood, and that is the lava flow that has done a tremendous 
amount of damage. The U.S. Engineers have made at least one or 
two minor studies of it. Would it not be entirely appropriate for 
extensive studies to be made along that line, because the lava flow is 
more destructive, more final, than the flood of water. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I will say to my colleague from Hawaii, that 
the subject he mentions is certainly one for appropriate consideration 
for study by this committee, and I am aware of the fact that our two 
colleagues from Hawaii have called this matter to the attention of 
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the chairman of the full committee, and it will be before the committee 
jn our considerations and if there is evidence or witnesses which the 
Senator from Hawaii would have before the committee, we will 
welcome their appearance. 

Senator Lone. Thank you. 

(The statements submitted by Senator Long follow :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
April 11, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS N. CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate. 

My Dear Senator CHAvVEz: The recent volcanic eruption in the Kapoho, 
Hawaii area has left the village of Kapoho in almost complete devastation. 
Property damage ran into millions of dollars. In the past, there have been 
other eruptions on the Island of Hawaii which have caused a great deal of 
property damage. 

It would therefore seem timely and advisable to provide authority to the 
Chief of Engineers to study the advisability and feasibility of constructing walls, 
barriers, dikes, or other construction works to protect lives and property from 
lava flows resulting from volcanic eruptions. 

It is requested, therefore, that an appropriate inclusion be made of such a 
survey in the Rivers and Harbors Omnibus Bill, H.R. 7684, which is now before 
the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
HiraM L. Fone. 
OREN E. LONG. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
March 16, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DearR SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am informed that a study of the Maalaea Bay area, 
County of Maui, Hawaii, would be advisable. 

May I request, therefore, that an amendment be made to H.R. 7634 to include 
a study of the Maalaea Bay area to determine the feasibility of establishing 
a deepwater harbor in said area. 

I would appreciate your cooperation in this respect. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
HizaM L. Fone. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
April 1, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator: Thank you for your letter of March 31 concerning the survey 
of the Maalaea Bay area on the island of Maui. It would be most satisfactory 
to have this item included as an amendment to H.R. 7634. 

As before, you show a generous concern for the State of Hawaii and its prob- 
lems. My State is grateful for your sympathetic understanding. 

Aloha and best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
OREN E. Lona, U.S. Senator. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
March 26, 1960. 
Hion. Rosertr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Drar SENATOR: I am writing to request that there be inserted in section 103 of 
title I of H.R. 7634, the River and Harbor Act of 1959, an item authorizing a 
survey of Kalepolepo Harbor on the island of Maui, Hawaii. The purpose of the 
survey would be to determine the advisability of providing a second deepwater 
harbor for the island of Maui, the second largest island of the Hawaiian chain, 
The only deepwater harbor which now exists is at Kahului, on the windward side 
of Maui. 

According to the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Work of the Depart- 
ment of the Army, the estimated cost of the survey is $21,000. It would require 
about 30 months to complete the study after the funds are made available. 

Thank you for your consideration of this item. The requested study would 
help pave the way for the economic developments of the island of Maui by 
providing a protected harbor for the leeward side of the island. 

Sincerely yours, 
OREN FE. Lone, U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WoRKS, 
March 2, 1960. 
Tion. Ropert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Kerr: Thank you for your kind invitation to me to present a 
statement concerning the Kahului Harbor project. Since you advise me that 
additional hearings by the committee are not contemplated on this project, which 
is included in H.R. 7634, I propose to offer a statement for the record, rather 
than impose on the time of the committee by offering testimony. 

If it is agreeable with you, may I request that the enclosed statement be in- 
serted in the record of the committee at an appropriate place, 

Most cordially, 
Oren FE, Lone, U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
March 1, 1960. 
Tion. Roserr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: There is pending before your subcommittee H.R. 7634, the 
omnibus public works bill. One item in the bill is an authorization for the im- 
provement of Kahului Harbor on the island of Maui, in the State of Hawaii. 
Funds to initiate this project were appropriated at the last session of this Con- 
gress in the Public Works Appropriaton Act. 

I am strongly in support of this authorization, which would enable the Corps 
of Engineers to proceed with the enlargement of the ship turning basin at Ka- 
hului. This enlargement is essential for safety of navigation in one of Hawaii's 
important ports, the only port on the island of Maui which can accommodate 
modern oceangoing ships. The need for the harbor improvement has been 
attested to by the Navy, as well as by commercial users of the port. 

The navigable portion of the harbor is now, at its widest, only 1,450 feet across, 
This size is obviously inadequate to accommodate ships of the size that now regu- 
larly visit the port of Kahului, and creates highly dangerous navigational con- 
ditions inside the breakwaters. 

The funds for which authorization is sought would pay for dredging an area 
sufficiently large to provide a turning basin 2,100 feet wide, instead of the present 
1,450 feet. The need for this improvement is urgent, and I hope that the sub- 
committee will act favorably upon the authorization to make it possible. 

Sincerly yours, 
Oren FE. Lone, U.S. Senator. 
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KAHULUI RAtIrLRoaD Co., 
Kahului, Maui, Hawaii, February 17, 1960. 
Mr. Irvine E. Moore, 
Chief Clerk, U.S. Senate, 
Committee on Public Works, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Moore: Thank you very much for your letter of January 25 in- 
forming me that the Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Har- 
bors has scheduled a hearing on the Kahului project at 10 a.m. March 1, 1960. 

In view of the fact that the Senate has already approved the Kahului project 
§. 1632, and with the support of Senators Case and Kerr, I am sure that we will 
receive favorable action by the committee on the Kahului Harbor project. 

Under the circumstances, it would appear that it will not be necessary for 
me to make the trip to Washington at this time to appear before the committee. 

I want you to know that I appreciate very much your keeping me advised on 
the Kahului project. 

Sincerely, 
. : : C. H. Burnett, Jr. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. Bryant. All right. Mr. Chairman, then with your permission, 
I would like to next introduce Mrs. Eileen Miguel, chairman of the 
Agua Caliente Tribal Council, who is here today. 

Senator Kerr. What isthe name? 

Mr. Bryant. Mrs. Eileen M-i-g-u-e-l. 

Senator Kerr. I will tell you, we are delighted to have Mrs. Eileen 
Miguel, and had we seen that name in the customary letters, as our 

revious experience would have indicated, we would have been looking 

or a lassie from Ireland rather than from the very gracious lady of 
original American origin. All right. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EILEEN MIGUEL, CHAIRMAN, AGUA 
CALIENTE TRIBAL COUNCIL 


Mrs. Micurn. My statement is just very brief. I do not have too 
much to say other than that I favor the passage. We need flood con- 
trol—or, our individual allottees need to have this flood control be- 
cause, as you noticed on the map as it has been stated today, it goes 
right through our property, and to develop it to its highest value, we 
would have to have flood control underground. I mean, there is 
nothing there now. No one can build on it or anything. What we 
have on—buildings that are on there now are just considered shacks; 
and to have any real good development, we would have to have flood 
control settled first. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mrs. Miguel. 

Mrs, Micuen. That is all. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. Bryant. Next, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce to the 
committee Mrs. Viola Olinger, who is past chairman of the Tribal 
Council of the Agua Caliente Tribal Council. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. VIOLA OLINGER, PAST CHAIRMAN, AGUA 
CALIENTE TRIBAL COUNCIL 


Mrs. Otrncrer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to say 
that the tribal council quite a few years back worked very extensively 
with Mr. Bryant and the Army Corps of Engineers in their studies 
regarding this flood-control project. A lot of our land has fallen into 











470 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


low value because of the flood hazard. We have worked very hard on 
our reservation to secure 99-year leasing, to have our Indians retain 
their land, and to educate our young, and we feel that we need this 
flood control very, very badly for the economy—not only of ourselves 
as very extensive landholders within the limits of Palm Springs, but 
for the economy of Palm Springs. It is a lovely, beautiful resort, but 
we do not have any vegetation on it that will keep it from being : a 
flood hazard. A lot of our land has, as I stated before, been sold, as 
has been brought out—has been sold. Free patents have been applied 
for by the original Indians; but, now, if those free patents had been 
issued, itwould have brought a lower value of the land because some 
of this property has been “condemned for flood control, so no houses 
would go into that. Within my own family this has happened re- 
cently; and on a 40-acre allotment, the 40 acres are no good because 
it is a flood hazard. 

In addition to that, my mother has 40 acres in front of the 10 acres 
of her valuable property which has been taken off recently, so really 
with our small population in Palm Springs, we do have a high as- 
sessed value, yes, but we are able to bear it, and we really need this for 
the development of our town, and so that when all the wonderful 
people from other States come to our country, we will have some place 
to give them to make a home and to build our California. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mrs. Olinger. 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, you have been very patient. This 
winds up the witneses that have seen fit to come from California and 
testify in behalf of this project. Very briefly, I would like to point 
out to the committee, however, that the city of Palm Springs has pas- 
sed a bond issue in the amount of $100,000 to help defray the construe- 
tion costs of this project and the district has furnished the Govern- 
ment assurances th at we would provide the necessary rights-of-way 
and during the past year we have spent in excess of $57, 000 for rights- 
of-way at the damsite in order to stop construction of homes that are 
encroaching on the reservoir site area. You will find the firm of 
Morrison & Hill to reevaluate the overflow area inasmuch as the 
original report of the Corps of Engineers is 4 years old, and 4 years 
ago they estimated the property values of the inundated area at $24.5 
million. Today the estimated value is $45.9 million, or an increase 
of 97 percent in the past 4 years, and we feel that the objection of 
the Bureau of the Budget, they felt the corps was too optimistic in 
the growth of Palm Springs. We think that this justifies the growth 
that was extended by the Corps of Engineers and that actually the 
corps has been very conservative. 

One other factor is that section 14 alone, the estimates have been 

made as high as $400 million as the worth of the developed properties 
on that section when it is developed, and the Corps of Engineers only 
assessed a little over $1,750,000, I believe was the figure that they 
presented, Mr, Chairman, and I want to thank you for this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee and we sincerely trust you will 
give this favorable consideration for inclusion in the omnibus bill. 
Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. John W. McFarland, general manager, East Bay Municipal 
Utility District. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER, EAST 
BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Chairman, my name is John W. McFarland, 
general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District. I am 
accompanied here today by Mr. Harold Raines, our chief counsel and 
our special counsel, Mr. Northcutt Kelly. I speak in behalf of Senate 
bill 2766. We filed a copy of a statement with your committee, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. The statement will be kept in the files, not included 
in the record, in view of its length and in view of the fact it covers 
matters previously covered, but we will be glad to have you make such 
statement as you care to. 

(The statement referred to was received for the committee files.) 

Mr. McFaruanp. I will make a brief statement. Senator Engle, 
Congressman McFall, and Congressman Cohelan have outlined the 
project we support and I will not repeat what they have said, but merely 
to emphasize one thing, Mr. Chairman, and that is the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District serves a million people with water from the 
Mokelumne River which we bring through an aqueduct approximately 
100 miles in length. We are very anxious to increase our facilities on 
the Mokelumne River. We have the money to do it. We have had 
approved the bond issue of $250 million, and we are really, you might 
say, ready to go. We want to build additional storage on the Moke- 
lumne River and have allocated $30 million toward that project. We 
would welcome very much having the Federal Government join us with 
the addition of flood control and that is the purpose of this bill. 

A question was asked a few minutes ago as to how much that con- 
tribution might be. Our preliminary estimate from the Corps of 
Engineers is that for approximately $8 million in addition to our 
$30 million, flood control can be provided here that otherwise would 
not be feasible if it had to stand on its own feet, and that is the point 
I would like to emphasize. 

Senator Kerr. [ am glad you made it. I had it in mind that the 
corps had used the figure of $8 million, but my efforts to get the 
information here into the record at this point of that amount had been 
totally unsuccessful until you just made your statement, but I will say 
to you that I have asked them to request the Engineers to again tells us 
what they told us here the other day because my recollection of the 
figure they gave- 

Mr. McFartanp. That is the figure. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Case has some witnesses he would like to have come before 
the committee at this point, and we will hear them now. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

If the group from Sioux Falls would come forward, I would like 
to introduce them all for the record. We are not going to take very 
much time, Mr. Chairman, and with your indulgence and theirs, I 
think I can state the problem rather quickly. 

We have here Mr. Fay Wheeldon, mayor of the city of Sioux Falls, 
whom you met, Mr. Chairman, when the Select Committee on Water 
Resources was in Sioux Falls last fall. Mr. Wheeldon. 

_ Mr. Reuben Bragstad is the city engineer and Mr. Claude Hamilton 
is the city attorney of Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 
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Senator Kerr. Fine, Senator. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have here a map, which, as you 
will see, is of the city of Sioux Falls which shows the fork of the 
Big Sioux River which to this point the extent of the green, has an 
authorized flood-control project which was recently completed. This 

oint, from this point here on Western Avenue, the red on around 
sm to 10th Street has not been improved. Just beyond 10th Street 
there is a continuation of the project and on down here. 

The city of Sioux Falls lies in this kidney shape here of the Big 
Bend of the Sioux River. The green over here on the right is a by- 
pass which joins back here. The city had a big flood just within the 

ast 2 or 8 weeks, and the channel worked perfectly up to this point. 
3ack here where the bypass took off, the engineers decided to slow 
up the flood and the bypass worked perfectly. 

But it was found that beyond this point at Western Avenue where 
another small creek comes in and without any improvement. here, 
the project, absence of improvement, that a great area in here was 
flooded between this point at Western Avenue and 10th Street. 

In a letter from the division engineer by General Barney, which 
T shall leave for the record, General Barney states that the project 
as presently authorized, does authorize improvement from 10th Street 
back to the Cherry Creek bridge at 17th Street, that is between this 
point and this point which I am indicating here on the map. But 
that from the Cherry Creek bridge back to Western Avenue, it is not 
authorized under the present plan. 

Now, from this point on, Western Avenue down to here, the new 
Interstate Highway which bypasses the city of Sioux Falls is presently 
being constructed, and this long stretch here, this double track line 
that you see, this was recently flooded despite the work that has been 
completed to this point, and despite the bypass carrying the part 
of the water around to the other side of the city, the discharge below 
the completed fiood control works plus the waters were so much that a 
greater part of the new Interstate Highway was inundated and the 
Federal Government has a direct concern, I feel, in extending the 
authorization of the present project from Western Avenue on down- 
stream to join the project as it is presently authorized here. 

Without that, this stretch of the new Interstate Highway presently 
under construction with bridges and so forth in here, will be inundated 
in case of a repetition of this flood. I think I have stated the matter 
sufficiently, but I would be glad to have it supplemented by the mayor, 
Mr. Hamilton. They have pictures, Mr. Chairman, to show how the 
new Interstate Highway was under water in this recent flood within 
the past flood, notwithstanding the fact that the project worked suc- 
cessfully up to the point where it was authorized and completed. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF FAY WHEELDON, MAYOR, SIOUX FALLS, S. DAK., 


ACCOMPANIED BY CLAUDE HAMILTON, ATTORNEY, AND REUBEN 
BRAGSTAD CITY ENGINEER 


Mr. Wuretpon. I think one of the things we have underestimated 
in the past has been the potential floodout of the Skunk River from the 
northwest, and we have made surveys and through our brochure and 
our statements that we have brought along and the pictures, in our 
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opinion, we can justify the completion of the flood control project. 
It is approximately 75 percent complete, but we feel to have a com- 
pleted and inadequate flood control project, particularly where the 
Interstate Highway program is concerned, that these two reaches like 
from 10th Street to the Cherry Rock Bridge and from the Cherry 
Rock Bridge on around to Western Avenue, must be completed. 

Mr. Hamivron. I am Claude Hamilton, attorney from Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak., and special attorney for the city of Sioux Falls. I have 
brochures and copies of the statement by the city engineer and mayor 
and by myself. 

Senator Kerr. Your name is what? 

Mr. Hamirron. Claude Hamilton, Claude A. Hamilton—like Alex- 
ander. 

Senator Kerr. f would rather you had not mentioned that, so far as 
I am concerned, and you did not need to do so far as your own 
Senator was concerned. [Laughter. | 

Senator Casr. Nevertheless, that should not be held too much against 
him. 

Senator Kerr. Not too much. 

Senator Case. He is not responsible for his name; his parents gave 
him his name. 

Senator Kerr. I know, but he is the man who brought it up. 

Mr. Hamivron. And I think I will stand behind it. 

Gentlemen, I think Senator Case has properly presented our prob- 
lem. The Sioux Falls project was originally about a $5 million flood 
control project. It has been successfully completed except for one 
railroad bridge. We were compelled during the last 3 or 4 weeks to 
blow out the railroad right-of-way in order to make the diversion 
ditch function. But within 8 months that bridge will be completed 
and then the flood control project up to date will be completed, but 
it is in two segments, and of those two segments, there is a distance of 
about. 6 miles or a connecting link. 

Our purpose here is to get that connecting link of 6 miles completed. 
Originally the engineers surveyed this 6-mile area, and about 414 
miles of it, that is, one of the reaches we are going to discuss here, 
they felt that at that time it was not economically justified. They 
are now in the process of making a resurvey of that area and a 
reevaluation of the economic justification, and we feel satisfied that 
in view of the developments in that area in the last 2 years that they 
will come in with recommendations. 

Senator Case. Mr. Hamilton, this first evaluation was prior to the 
location and construction of the Interstate Highway through this 
area; is that correct 

Mr. Hamirron. That is correct. As I gave you my remarks, I 
wish you would turn to this brochure on page 4. I think you can 
~ aan what I am talking about if you just look at it. On page 

Rak 

Senator Kerr. Page 4? 

Mr. Hamirron. Page 4 is where I want you to start. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Hamivron. That shows the city of Sioux Falls in the heart of 
the fishhook of that river and all along the area, the black part is the 
flood plain as it existed in 1952, 

That little dotted line up toward the upper part of that map is 
where the diversion ditch has been put in and that bypasses about 
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half of the water that comes down from the north. We get all of 
the floodwater in that fishhook for a distance of 100 miles to the north 
and about 75 miles in width. 

Senator Kerr. Let me ask you a question here. That diversion is 
to take the water flowing from this direction to the south out of the 
river here and into the river there so that whatever volume goes 
through there does not go around the city 4 

Mr. Hamunron. That is exactly correct. I will say this: It fune- 
tions certainly up to our expectations and even beyond. It was a fine 
job, and the Government engineers are to be congratulated on your 
foresight and the manner that it was carried through and that entire 
project, by the way, was carried out without one single lawsuit being 
carried through to completion by way of condemnation. 

Now, if you will turn from, to page 8, the top picture you see the 
termination of the first reach of the flood control project, and you 
will notice that the water is confined within the dikes, that water that 
you see to the upper part of the dike area is runoff water, it is not 
flooding. So the water was all contained down to the point where you 
can see the new Federal highway going across the river. That is the 
termination of the first reach of the flood control project. 

Well, right below that you can see where the water fans out, and 
it is starting at that point on down the distance of about 414 miles 
that we are talking to you about today. 

In the foreground of that picture you will see the new Federal 
highway and the new Federal highway bypass, that cement-looking 
thing, is a bridge that extends across the river, and when it is com- 
pleted, extending on over to the left side of that picture will be your 
new bypass, and it is going to be all under water under existing 
circumstances. 

We propose that or we are asking, at least, that this project be 
extended, starting at that point where you see the new Federal high- 
way and the termination of the diking, extending it on down to the 
bottom of the picture, and if you take the next picture right below it 
that covers about a 2-mile area downstream from the upper picture. 

They do not quite meet, but substantially so, and you will see your 
new Federal highway there, which is just under construction, you will 
see water on both sides of it and in the middle of it, and when you 
get down to the lower part, you will see that your highway is com- 
pletely inundated, and it was for a distance of about a mile or a 
mile anda half. 

In fact, the equipment the contractor was using was standing 
out there in water about 8 to 10 feet deep. 

In addition to that, and certainly of importance, following right 
along that new Federal highway on the inside toward the building 
you see in the foreground, there is one of the main line railroads, and 
that main line railroad was inundated as well as the new Federal 
highway, and four of the main roads leading into the city all just cut 
off by the floods within the last 2 or 3 weeks. 

This is important because when these pictures were taken the new 
diversion was in operation, and we had to blow out the railroad, and 
we sent the waters down the bypass, but despite that and Skunk Creek 
that. the mayor mentioned, you had this flooding that has inundated 
the new Federal highway and many of the industries and businesses 
that you see there in the foreground were under water. 
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Then if you turn to the next page you see another picture which 
follows right on from the last one on the previous page, and I am on 
page 9, and there you get a little better view of where the new Federal 
highway goes in and ‘becomes inundated, and you can see the homes 
and industry that the water is lapping right up against the buildings, 
and some of the buildings you see under water, and you drop down 
to the next picture, and that is substantially the same area, giving you 
a little broader view of the extent of the flooding and how it affects 
the Federal highway as well as the railroad and the homes in that area. 

Now, on page 10, we back up about a mile and a half to what is 
known as Minnesota Avenue Highway or Bridge. That is a Federal 
highway, and it is a mile downstream from the termination of the 
existing dikes that I showed you back there on the preceding page. 

It is 1 mile down, and you will notice the business area and indus- 
trial area, and that top picture under water you will see your new 
Federal highway right on the left, and if you look down there you 
can see the water on both sides of it, and that highway that is crossed 
there is the main, sole highway, Highway No. 77, out of Sioux Falls, 
carries all the traffic from Iowa, Nebraska, into Sioux Falls, and that. 
was entirely inundated and the road closed off. 

Now, the bottom picture on page 10, I want to particularly call 
your attention to that because that shows the reach that Mr. Case or 
Senator Case told you was within the present authorization, and the 
engineers are now studying to see whether they have got enough money 
left. to complete that stretch. It is about a mile and a half, and it 
takes it right down through the heart of Sioux Falls, right into the 
business area of the city, and if you will notice that set of buildings 
right in the middle of the river, if you look carefully you will see a 
bridge right in the middle of what. looks like a lake, well, that is an- 
other main road leading into the city, and that was entirely closed off, 
and what looks like a dike on the right-hand side is the Milwaukee 
Railroad track, and that was inundated, and the water went over it, 
and you can see the water on both sides of the track. 

Here we are not particularly concerned at the moment with that 
reach, starting where that bridge is in the main part of town because 
that is in the present authorization, and the engineers will determine 
what is economically feasible and whether they have got the money, 
and if they have not, well, of course, we will apply to the Appropria- 
tions Committee to grant them such additional fend as they need. 

The point is that all this flooding took place in spite of the project 
that we now have, and there is a missing link there of about 414 to 5 
miles that the water comes down, when it hits the termination of the 
one it just fans out, and then you have got to try to bottle it up and get 
it back in when it gets down into the main part of town, and we feel 
that with the new Federal highway there and with the railroads and 
with the four existing highways that have been closed off, and with 
the building that has taken place there within the last 2 years, that 
has been done in spite of anything we can do. 

I think the time is coming when Congress or somebody is going 
to have to pass some legislation that prevents building in these flood- 
ing areas, but until that time comes and until it is done, local bodies 
cannnot stop them from building along river areas. They build in 
spite of you. 

@ zoning ordinances outside of the city are such that you just 
cannot regulate that, and that is a human factor you have to take inte 
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consideration. It is there. It has developed within the last 2 years; 
the Federal Government has gone ahead and put in this Federal 
highway, it is inundated and useless, and it will deteriorate and erode 
every spring when we get floodwaters, and certainly to protect the 
main highways and the railroads and the existing buildings and 
industries in that area that you should go ahead and complete that 
project a distance of 414 miles. 

I thank you, gentlemen. ; 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in view of the effective statement 
which Mr. Hamilton has produced, you will agree that he could de- 
fend the name Hamilton very well, would you not? 

Senator Kerr. With great vigor. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the record 
the’ letter from the division engineer dated March 31, 1960, in which 
he discusses the existing authority and the limitations on it. 

I should like to ask that the engineers be asked to give such infor- 
mation that they can as to the language necessary for creating an 
authorization for this missing link, as Mr. Hamilton describes it, in 
order that the committee may have the benefit of it when it comes to 
executive action on the bill. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


U.S. ARMY ENGINEER Division, MIssourRrI RIVER, 
Corps OF ENGINEERS, 


Omaha, Nebdr., March 31, 1968. 
Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CASE: Reference is made to your letter of March 8, 1960 con- 
cerning a recent resolution by the city commissioners of Sioux Falls on the 
subject of additional flood control improvement in that city, and to my interim 
reply of March 12, 1960. I have since conferred with Col. David G. Hammond, 
the district engineer at Omaha to whom the commissioners’ resolution was di- 
rected, and I am pleased to furnish you the following information. 

Jolonel Hammond and members of his staff met with Sioux Falls officials 
on March 1, 1960, at which time the request by the city was discussed. Colonel 
Hammond agreed to arrange for inspection of conditions in the field in com- 
pany with the city’s representatives at their convenience, as soon as weather 
conditions permit, and to consider fully the city’s proposal for improvement. 
This agreement was subsequently restated in a letter to Mayor Wheeldon 
on March 16, 1960, a copy of which is enclosed for your information. Be- 
cause of the current snow cover, the field inspection has not been practicable up 
to the present time. 

The reach of the Big Sioux River between 10th Street and the Cherry Rock 
Dam at 17th Street is within the limits of the authorized Sioux Falls project; 
and it appears that the work local interests desire in this reach, if deter- 
mined to be appropriate and necessary, could be accomplished as a part of 
that project. Until a field inspection is practicable and subsequent necessary 
studies can be accomplished, we cannot determine whether this work should 
be done, whether funds currently available for the Sioux Falls project are 
sufficient to cover the cost of its inclusion, or whether additional funds would 
be needed. We shall attempt to reach a decision on these matters as quickly 
as practicable. 

sere is no existing authority for improvement of the Big Sioux River 
in the reach between Cherry Rock Dam and Western Avenue. Studies of that 
reach during preparation of the Big Sioux River Report published as House 
Document No. 133, 84th Congress, 1st session, which was the basis for author- 
ization of the Sioux Falls project, led to the conclusion that improvements 
for flood control were not justified at that time. Studies of that reach were 
made again following the 1957 flood, with the same results. However, the 
district engineer plans, under the authority of Public Law 685, 84th Congress, 
to undertake further preliminary studies to determine whether subsequent 
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development in this reach, actual or planned, might lead to a different con- 
clusion at this time. : 

If these studies show continued economic infeasibility, there will be nothing 
that we can do to improve the Cherry Rock Dam to Western Avenue reach. 
If they indicate that improvements might be feasible at a Federal cost not 
in excess of $400,000, we could request permission of the Chief of Engineers 
to undertake detailed studies for a Public Law 685 project. If they indi- 
cate that improvements might be feasible but with Federal costs in excess 
of $400,000, normal survey report procedures would have to be followed. In 
that case, additional authority for a survey of the locality would become de- 
sirable. We have outstanding authority for a survey of the Big Sioux River, 
but a report under that authority, in which favorable consideration is given 
to improvement of the Big Sioux River from the vicinity of Akron, Iowa, to 
the mouth, is nearing completion. The report would be appreciably delayed 
if it were necessary to incorporate therein the results of further studies at Sioux 
Falls. 

As soon as the Omaha District has completed its field inspection and pre- 
liminary studies, I shall advise you of the results and of further action that 
may be indicated. 

With warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Kertu R. BARNEY, 
Major General, U.S. Army, Division Engineer. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to say to the gentleman from Sioux Falls, 
Iam predisposed in favor of any project for South Dakota, and was be- 
fore he started, and am, since he has concluded, in spite of what I regard 
as an unnecessary identification with a name about which there is some 
difference of opinion on the committee. 

I want to assure him that so far as I am concerned I will remove all 
prejudice from the extraneous matter he has mentioned, and try to 
judge this on the merits of the project and not on the basis of the ap- 

reciation of the merits of those mentioned by him who, so far as I 

now, are not related to him. 

Mr. Hamitron. That certainly is a kindly statement. 

Senator Kerr. Allright. Is that all, Senator? 

Senator Case. Unless Mr. Bragstad, you wanted to say something ? 

Mr. Braasrap. Yes. 

The committee—my name is R. E. Bragstad, city engineer for many 
years, 

Senator Case has briefed you quite well on the project and indicated 
to you on the map the current flood-control project which was shown 
in green, which is practically complete and functioning as planned 
by the corps. 

That portion of it shown in red is what I designate as the loop in my 
statement, and is the portion on which we wish the extension of the 
project. 

As has been indicated, Skunk Creek enters the city at the southwest 
corner of the city, as was shown on the map. In 1957 that creek dis- 
charged an amount of water equal to the standard flood as indicated 
by the—as estimated by the Corps of Engineers. 

As you doubtless know, the flood-control project at Sioux Falls was 
predicated on 45 percent of the standard flood, which is a flood antici- 
pated to occur once in several hundred years, probably. 

However, this creek at that time, they estimated discharged 20,000 
second-feet which approached the standard flood. 

Well, that runs into this south loop of the river which was shown in 
red. That river in that portion of it, many places, the river channel 
is only 50 or 60 feet. wide whereas at both ends of the project where the 








478 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Corps of Engineers has provided protection they have provided for a 
bottom width of 140 to 150 feet. 

Well, obviously, when you get a flood coming down a 150-foot chan- 
nel when it hits this 50- and 60-foot channel it is obvious what will 
happen, and it just seemed logical to us that the project will not be 
complete as a flood-control project until the two ends of that loop are 
connected up with an adequate channel with bank protection. 

I think those two points I would like to make, and it is in this area, 
as has been pointed out, that the interstate highway is being built. 

I believe, gentlemen, that is all that I have tosay. I have been con- 
nected with this city for many years, and have been directly concerned 
with the ravages of flood for many, many years, and until this project, 
the extention of the project, as we have requested it, is consummated, 
we do not feel that the city in that territory will be adequately pro- 
tected. Thank you. 


Senator Case. Mr. Bragstad, and Mr. Wheeldon, you have formal 
statements which are very brief. Would you hand them to the reporter 
and, Mr. Chairman, without objection might that be included in the 
record, together with the brochure ? 

Senator Kerr. It may. 

Senator Case. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Kerr. All right, gentlemen, we are glad to have had your 
statements. 

Mr. Braasrap. Yes. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF R. BE. Braestap, Ciry ENGINEER, Stoux FAs, S. DAK., BEFORE THE 


Pusiic Works SUBCOMMITTEES, HOUSE AND SENATE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE, 
APRIL 25, 1960 


My name is R. E. Bragstad and I am city engineer for the city of Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak. 

The Corps of Engineers is presently engaged in the construction of a local flood 
control project on the Big Sioux River at Sioux Falls. The city of Sioux Falls 
is now requesting an extension of this project which will provide flood protection 
on the balance of the river loop, much of which is within the corporate limits. 

The current local flood control project is nearly complete and during flood 
stage of the river in the last week of March it functioned very well to the 
extent that it was intended. However, there is a loop of the river in the south 
part of the city for which no protection has been provided. This loop is about 
4¥% miles long, about half of which is in the corporate limits and the balance 
contiguous thereto. This loop of the river connects at both ends with reaches of 
the river that are provided with protection by the current local flood control 
project. The channel width at many points in this loop is approximately 50 to 
60 feet whereas the channel width provided by the corps on the improved sections 
is from 140 to 150 feet. Obviously water overflows banks and adjacent property 
when floods occur, as happened recently. 

That portion of this loop between 10th Street and 17th Street is particularly 
bad as to silting of channel with sandbars and tree growth obstructing free 
flow. This section of the river was originally included in the current project but 
was deleted by the Corps of Engineers. This section is very near the center of 
the city and particularly requires channel clearance and bank protection. 

Skunk Creek enters the Big Sioux River at the southwest corner of the city. 
About one-half mile of flood protection upstream from its junction with the 
Sioux River has been provided. The watershed of this stream has a more.rapid 
runoff than the Sioux River and is subject to flash floods. In 1957 the Corps of 
Engineers estimated a flow of approximately 20,000 second-foot which alone 
causes serious flooding of the present channel in the loop of the river. The recent 
flood of 1960 was in large part caused by the flow from Skunk Creek. 

For over 35 years I have been directly concerned with the ravages of flood in 
the Sioux River. The program of protection currently carried on by the Corps 
of Engineers is functioning very well as planned, but this protection must also 
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be extended to the balance of the loop of the river to make complete the desired 
protection required by the city for its present and future growth. 


STATEMENT OF Fay WHEELDON, Mayor, Sroux Fawis, 8. DAk., BEFORE THE 
PuBLIic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEES, HOUSE AND SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMIT- 
TEES, 1960 


I am Fay Wheeldon, mayor of the city of Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak. I am here 
representing the city commission and the citizens of the city of Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak. and the surrounding area. 

I would like to in my opening remarks briefly thank the Corps of Engineers in 
Omaha, Nebr., for the fine cooperation and the fine project so far as it is now 
completed. We will in this hearing show the function of the flood control project 
as of now and the necessity of the next two reaches in the following brochure 
and by the witnesses at this hearings. 

The completed portion of the Sioux Falls flood control program has demon- 
strated the desirability and the necessity for adequate flood control protection, 
It is the feeling of the city commission that the link between the two completed 
projects must be completed in order to give the city the type of protection it 
needs and that same is economically justified. The city met its responsibility 
in connection with the completed project, both as a sponsor, financially and 
otherwise. We are prepared to carry on in the same manner if this application 
is approved. Our contacts with the Government engineers have been pleasant 
and highly satisfactory. We were able to obtain all the required easements and 
rights-of-way without a condemnation action. The farmers on all sides of the 
city in the flood control project are extremely pleased with the manner in which 
the completed portion of the project functioned. We are satisfied that from a 
public relation standpoint, we have the entire community and the surrounding 
areas behind us on this application. 

On behalf of the city, I desire to express my appreciation for your courtesy 
and attention in connection with this presentation. 

This is an application for approval and appropriation of funds for completion 
of the connecting link of 6 miles in length between two separated reaches in the 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak., flood control project. 

Under authority heretofore granted, a flood control program costing approxi- 
mately $5 million has been substantially completed. One reach of the project 
extends from a point approximately one-half mile north of Highway 38A which is 
2% miles north of the north limits of said city and extends in a southerly direc- 
tion to the southwest edge of said city to a point where Western Avenue crosses 
the river on what is known as the old Yankton Bridge. The second reach covers 
the area from Ninth Street in downtown Sioux Falls in a northerly and easterly 
direction through the heart of the city and the industrial area to a point ap- 
proximately one-half mile east of the North Cliff Avenue Bridge. 

This application is in two parts: Reach No..1 extends from Ninth Street in 
downtown Sioux Falls east approximately 14% miles to the Cherry Rock Bridge. 
Reach No. 2 extends from the Cherry Rock Bridge east, south and west along 
the outskirts of the city to the old Yankton Bridge, approximately 5 miles. 

Reach No. 1 was included in the original project and then eliminated. Reach 
No. 2 was investigated by the Army Engineers and preliminary sounds and 
surveys made. Floods in 1957 and again in 1960 have demonstrated that the 
floodwaters can be contained in the reaches completed or substantially completed, 
but in the area covered by proposed reaches No. 1 and No. 2 which is the con- 
necting link between the two projects substantially completed, the water fans 
out and causes extensive flooding and damage. Since the original surveys of 
reaches No. 1 and No. 2, there has been extensive industrial expansion and home 
development in the area subject to flooding. A new Federal superhighway is in 
the process of construction, running parallel with the river in the affected area, 
and same was inundated in the 1960 flood. Had the water been 1 foot higher 
during the 1960 flood, many industries, hundreds of homes and two of the city’s 
main line railroads would have been flooded, with damage running into the 
millions of dollars. 

The cost ratio or economic justification for the proposed project has materially 
changed since the original surveys by the Government engineers. The requested 
improvement consists for the most part in dredging and diking and does not 
involve the construction of bridges or any extensive channel straightening. 
The city of Sioux Falls is prepared and willing to assume its responsibility if the 
project is approved. 
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DAMAGE STARTS WHERE 
DIKE AND WIDENED CHANNEL ENDS 





These views show the tremendous expanse of flood water as it spreads out upon 
leaving the effective control provided by the widened channel and dikes of the 
Sioux River Flood Protection Project at its present terminal point at the Southwest 
edge of Sioux Falls, 
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LARGE HOUSING | 3 
! AREAS IN. THE DANGER ZONE 








The flood waters of March, 1960, were INCHES away from flooding many hun- 
dreds of homes and large growing residential sections in the area of the Sioux 
River unprotected by dikes and channel control measures. 
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DOWNTOWN SIOUX FALLS IN 1957..... 
IT COULD HAPPEN AGAIN! 








Hundreds of thousands of dollars of 
and industrial firms resulted from the 


1957 floods. This is in the area STILL WITH- 

to lack of diking and channel improvements, 

This affected area in the above photographs is the “economic heart” of Sioux 
are vitally needed! 
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Senator Kerr. I want to put into the record here a statement by 
Congressman Johnson with reference to H.R. 1058 and 9497, the 
Sacramento River project at the appropriate place in the record, 

(The statement will be found in the appropriate place in the record.) 

Senator Kerr. Also a letter and statement by the chairman of this 
committee, Hon. Dennis Chavez at the appropriate place. 

(The statements will be found at the appropriate place in the 
record. ) 


Senator Kerr. Senator Kuchel, do you have some statements you 
wish to put in ? 

Senator Kucuren. Yes,Mr. Chairman. I ask consent, in the interest 
of time, that the statement which I have prepared in connection with 
the California projects be inserted in full at the — place in 
the record, together with the statements which I will file with the 
committee. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 


(The statements referred to will be found at the appropriate place 
in the record.) 


Senator Kerr. There will be included in the record a letter from 
Senator Clark dated July 28, 1959; a telegram from Mr. Alfred Lynch, 
dated April 18, 1960; and a letter from the city of Red Wing, Minn., 
date April 19, 1960. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 

U. S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
July 23, 1959. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: I was gratified by the inclusion of a provision for the 
authorization of a flood control project on Connoquesnessing Creek at Butler, Pa., 
and an amendment for the authorization of the Erie Harbor deepening project in 
the rivers and harbors bill which passed the House of Representatives on July 16. 
It is my purpose in writing you to urge that these projects be included also in 
the rivers and harbors bill to be reported by your subcommittee. 

Drie is Pennsylvania’s only access to the St. Lawrence Seaway. Through a 
development program that has had strong State and local support. Erie has built 
a first-rate oceangoing port. Officers of oceangoing vessels transiting the 
seaway have compared its facilities favorably with those of Buffalo and Cleve- 
land. Harbor deepening projects at these ports are included in the bill. That 
the Brie project be authorized at the same time as the Buffalo and Cleveland 
projects is most important, to enable Erie to compete on equal term for seaway 
traffic. 

The Connoquesnessing Creek project will substantially benefit industrial plants 
located on the eastern bank of the creek, including Pullman Standard Car Co. 
and the Air Reduction Co. Another firm plans to locate a multimillion-dollar 
plant in this area. There will also be a limited degree of protection for residen- 
tial areas along Sullivan Run and Connoquesnessing Creek. The Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania has already spent $87,000 in channel improvements on this 
creek, 

If your subcommittee requires further information for its deliberations on 
these projects, I would be happy to supply it. Leading officials of the cities 
affected would, I am sure, welcome the opportunity to testify. I would therefore 
appreciate being informed if your subcommite should decide that it is necessary 
to hold hearings on these projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH S. CLARK. 











486 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


City OF RED WING, MINN., 
April 19, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Senator, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: We have been advised by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey that 
development of the Red Wing industrial harbor is included in the omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill which is now before your committee for hearings. 

As you know, the city of Red Wing is very much concerned and interested 
in the development of this facility and am sure that you have been convinced 
of this fact in reviewing the recommendations as submitted by U.S. Army 
Engineers. 

Your complete and wholehearted support for obtaining authorization of this 
improvement, which is now included in the bill before your committee, is re- 
spectfully requested. Senators McCarthy and Humphrey have given splendid 
support to this measure and will welcome further support from you in obtaining 
favorable action on this bill. 

Very truly yours, 


H. E. Norpuoim, City Clerk. 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa., April 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


On October 20, 1959, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors approved 
certain improvements in Wilmington Harbor (Christina River), Del., in regard 
to navigational facilities. The Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of 
Wilmington has underway a $5 million construction program, which includes 
dock extensions, warehouses, and cargo-handling machinery. The joint execu- 
tive committee for the improvement and development of the Philadelphia port 
urea, representing 20 commercial and maritime organizations, respectfully urges 
that H.R. 7634, the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill now 
pending before your committee, be amended to include the favorable recommenda- 
tions of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in connection with the 
Wilmington Harbor (Christina River), Del., modified project. 

ALFRED LyNcH, Secretary. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Kuchel, we are delighted to have had you here, and we will 
now recess until 2:30. 

I may say to the witnesses that we have quite a lengthy hearing 
this afternoon, for the benefit of those who want to appear, and I 
would suggest that the appearances this afternoon be limited to those 
who have been cleared with the staff of the committee because only in 
that manner can we hope to complete these hearings in the time 
available to us. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., a recess was taken until 2:30 p.m., the 
same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

We will place in the record at this point a letter dated April 22, 
1960, from Senator Chavez; a letter dated April 22, 1960, from Sena- 
tor Anderson; a letter, together with attachments, dated January 29, 
1960, from Senator Johnson of Texas, and other statements. 
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(The statements referred to follow :) 
U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
April 22, 1960. 
Hon. Roperr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: It will be impossible for me to attend the meeting of your subcom- 
mittee when the New Mexico witnesses appear in behalf of the middle Rio Grande 
projects. Therefore, I am enclosing a statement on this project which I would 
like to have included in the record of the hearings. 

I am informed that the Bureau of the Budget has suggested that authoriza- 
tion of this and other flood control projects be delayed until consideration is given 
to S. 2060. In view of the importance of this and other flood control projects, I 
do not believe that the authorizations should be delayed pending consideration of 
§. 2060. This would ‘obviously require considerable deliberation by the Senate 
Committee on Public Works because of its far-reaching implications. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 


DENNIS CuaAvez, U.S. Senator. 


STATEMENT ON THE MIpDLE Rio GRANDE PROJECT, NEW MExIco, BY SENATOR 
DENNIS CHAVEZ 


After many years of investigations the middle Rio Grande project was partially 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948 with additional authorizations being 
made in the Flood Control Act of 1950. These authorizations were for projects 
which would provide flood and sediment control and improvement of irrigation 
works and the channelization of the Rio Grande Valley to eliminate the loss of 
water through nonbeneficial consumptive use by vegetation in the flood plains. 
At the time of authorization, it was recognized that the works which were being 
authorized would provide only partial protection to the valley because only 
tributary reservoirs were authorized and main stream storage, which is essential, 
was deferred without prejudice to further consideration. 

The Corps of Engineers were authorized to construct the Jemez and Chamita 
Dams and to construct a floodway through the Espanola and middle valley in- 
cluding levees and channel improvements at Albuquerque. In the meantime, the 
Corps of Engineers have completed the Jemez Dam and are now in the process of 
constructing a dam at Abiquiu in lieu of a dam at Chamita. The Corps of Engi- 
neers have also carried forward a program of levee construction through the 
middle valley which is being done in conjunction with channelization work with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The total amount of work accomplished by the 
Corps of Engineers on levees has cost over $4 million with about $10 million of 
work remaining. 

The Bureau of Reclamation was authorized to make improvements to irriga- 
tion and drainage works, channel rectification, rehabilitation of irrigated areas, 
and to make studies and carry out work to reduce nonbeneficial consumptive use 
of water by native vegetation in the flood plains of the Rio Grande and its 
tributaries above Caballo Dam. In addition, they were to improve irrigation 
works on Indian pueblo lands. The Bureau of Reclamation has completed a 
large amount of the work in connection with rehabilitation of the irrigation sys- 
tem and are carrying out the program of channelization improvement along with 
the levee program of the Corps of Engineers. The Bureau of Reclamation has 
expended about $12 million on channelization work and about $1142 million on 
improvements to irrigation works. The work of the two agencies has resulted in 
great improvement to the valley and has also resulted in the salvage of 371,700 
acre-feet of water since 1951. The amount salvaged in the past 2 years has been 
about 45,000 acre-feet annually. The benefits of this salvage accrue not only 
to New Mexico but also to Colorado, Texas, and Mexico. 

In recognition of the fact that the program as authorized would provide only 
partial protection to the valley, the Senate Committee on Public Works in June 
of 1956 requested the Corps of Engineers to review the previous report to deter- 
mine whether any additions or modifications should be made in the recom- 
mendations. 

The Corps of Engineers have now recommended construction of the Cochiti 
Reservoir which is on the Rio Grande and the Galisteo Reservoir which is on 
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Galisteo Creek, a tributary of the Rio Grande. These two projects will serve 
to control floods in the valley and to prevent sedimentation of the Rio Grande 
channel. They will also protect the levees and channelization work which hag 
been constructed and which is underway. Therefore, it is extremely important 
that these reservoirs be authorized and that construction be started as soon as 
possible. 

The Bureau of the Budget in commenting on the middle Rio Grande project 
has pointed out that S. 2060, which relates to the matter of uniform cost sharing 
in connection with flood control projects and which is now pending before the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, should be considered before the project is 
authorized. I do not believe that it is appropriate nor do I believe that it is 
desirable to delay the authorization of this and other extremely important proj- 
ects pending consideration of cost sharing legislation such as 8. 2060. Further- 
more, the middle Rio Grande project is not a lecal protection project. It is a 
project which provides benefits to Colorado, Texas, New Mexico, and the Republic 
of Mexico. As you know, the Rio Grande is an international river and the 
United States is required to deliver certain waters to Mexico. Also, the Rio 
Grande compact apportions the water among the States of Colorado, Texas, and 
New Mexico and the control of floods and the salvage of water which will result 
through the construction of these dams will produce benefits to an extremely 
widespread area. I, therefore, urge that this project be authorized in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers which calls for construction 
of these dams at Federal expense in accordance with the historical policy on 
this type of project. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
April 22, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


Dear Bos: We have pending before the subcommittee a report from the Corps 
of Engineers on additional projects for the middle Rio Grande project. These 
additional features are Cochiti and Galisteo Dams which are an essential part 
of the middle Rio Grande project, which was partially authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1948 and 1950. 

I urge that these projects be included in the forthcoming omnibus bill and 
that they be authorized in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers 
and as agreed by the States of New Mexico, Colorado, and Texas. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1960. 
Chairman Ronert 8S. Kerr, 
Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHarirMAN: We want to indicate to you and your committee our 
continuing great interest in middle Rio Grande flood control projects. 

The work completed to date has materially benefited our State but we are 
vitally concerned that this important flood control development be continued as 
rapidly as possible. Of special urgency at present is the elimination of the 
dangers and threats to life and property which have increased each passing year 
because of the sedimentation and rising channels of the river. As a result of 
this change, many of our cities, important Federal installations and Indian 
pueblos now actually are below the river level. We urge the removal of this 
flood hazard through prompt remedial flood control measures. 

We wholeheartedly support the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers 
for middle Rio Grande flood control projects as contained in its report. It is 
respectfully requested that our endorsement be included in the official records 
of hearings now being conducted by your committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THomMas G. Morris. 
JosePH M. Montoya. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 
Washington, D.C., January 29, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a letter from Mr. N. B. Phillips, El Paso 
County Water Improvement District No. 1, El Paso, Tex., enclosing a plan of 
operation of the proposed Cochiti and Galisteo Reservoirs. I have read what 
Mr. Phillips says as to the report of the Corps of Engineers having been completed 
and that any legislation authorizing the project should include the language set 
forth in the plan. 

I hope this may be helpful and I shall endeavor to keep in touch with further 
developments respecting the matter. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


Ki Paso County WATER IMPROVEMENT District No. 1, 
Hl Paso, T'ew., January 26, 1960. 
Hon. LyNbON B. JOHNSON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: Your letter of July 9, 1959, advised me of your sub- 
mission of my letter of July 7, 1959, with enclosures to the Senate Public Works 
Committee, 

The enclosures were a plan of operation of the proposed Cochiti and Galisteo 
Reservoirs, agreed to between the Rio Grande compact States, including the State 
of Texas, this district and the Corps of Engineers. The plan of operation was 
to be included in any bill authorizing legislation for these dams. Last year the 
reports of the corps were not completed or acted on and legislation was not in- 
troduced, but since that time the report has been approved by the Army and no 
doubt authorizing legislation will be introduced. 

Because there have been minor changes made in the approved report under 
section XI, reservoir regulation plan, I am enclosing copies of the plan which has 
been agreed to with the request that it be included verbatim in any bill to au- 
thorize the construction and operation of the Cochiti and Galisteo dams and 
reservoirs. All parties have agreed that this language be included in the author- 
izing legislation. 

With every good wish, and kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
N. B. PHILLIPS. 
XI. ReEseErvoIR REGULATION PLAN 


11-01 OPERATION OF RESERVOIRS FOR FLOOD AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 


Cochiti Reservoir, Galisteo Reservoir, and all other reservoirs constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers as part of the middle Rio Grande project will be operated 
solely for flood control and sediment control, as described below: 

(c) Subject to the foregoing, the storage of water in and the release of water 
after will be at the maximum rate of flow that can be carried at the time in the 
channel of Rio Grande through the middle valley without causing flooding of 
areas protected by levees or unreasonable damage to channel protective works. 

Provided that whenever during the months of July, August, September, and 
October, there is more than 212,000 acre-feet of storage available for regulation 
of summer floods and the inflow to Cochiti Reservoir (exclusive of that portion 
of the inflow derived from upstream flood control storage) is less than 1,500 
cubie feet per second, no water will be withdrawn from storage in Cochiti 
Reservoir and the inflow derived from upstream flood control storage will be 
retained in Cochiti Reservoir. 

(b) Releases of water from Galisteo Reservoir and Jemez Canyon Reservoir 
during the months of July, August, September, and October will be limited to 
the amounts necessary to provide adequate capacity for control of subsequent 
summer floods; and such releases when made in these months, or thereafter, 
will be at the maximum rate practicable under the conditions at the time. 

(c) Subject to the foregoing, the storage of water in and the release of water 
from all reservoirs constructed by the Corps of Engineers as part of the middle 
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Rio Grande project will be done as the interests of flood and sediment control 
may dictate; provided that the Corps of Engineers will endeavor to avoid en- 
croachment on the upper 212,000 acre-feet of capacity in Cochiti Reservoir, and 
all reservoirs will be evacuated completely on or before March 31 of each year; 
and provided further that, when estimates of anticipated streamflow made by 
appropriate agencies of the Federal Government indicate that the operation of 
reservoirs constructed as a part of the middle Rio Grande project may affect the 
benefits accruing to New Mexico or Colorado from the eighth unnumbered 
paragraph of article VI of the Rio Grande compact, releases from such reservoirs 
shall be regulated to produce a flow of 10,000 cubic feet per second at Albu- 
querque or such greater or lesser rate as may be determined by the Chief of 
Engineers at the time to be the maximum safe flow, whenever such operation 
shall be requested by the Rio Grande compact commissioner for New Mexico 
or the commissioner for Colorado, or both, in writing prior to commencement 
of such operation. 

(d) All reservoirs of the middle Rio Grande will be operated at all times in 
the manner described above in conformity with the Rio Grande compact, and 
no departure from the foregoing operation schedule will be made except with 
the advice and consent of the Rio Grande compact commission; provided that 
whenever the Corps of Engineers determines that an emergency exists affecting 
the safety of major structures or endangering life and shall so advise the Rio 
Grande compact commission in writing. These rules of operation may be sus- 
pended during the period and to the extent required by such emergency. 

(ec) The foregoing regulations shall not apply to storage capacity which may 
be allocated to permanent pools for recreation and fish and wildlife propagation ; 
provided that the water required to fill and maintain such pools is obtained from 
sources entirely outside the drainage basin of the Rio Grande. 


ELEPHANT BUTTE IRRIGATION District OF NEW MEXIco, 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., April 22, 1960. 
Mr. Irvine FE. Moore, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Moore: Inclosed you will find a statement submitted by the board of 
directors of this district relative to the authorization of Cochiti Dam and Reser- 
voir on the Rio Grande north of Albuquerque. 

It will be appreciated if you will insert it in the record as a portion of the 
testimony from outside witnesses to be heard on April 25 and 26, 1960, relative 
to the above matter. 

Upon conclusion of the hearings, please send me a copy of the printed pro- 
ceedings. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN L. Greaa, Treasurer-Manager. 


STATEMENT BY ELEPHANT BuTTeE TRRIGATION Districr Re AUTHORIZATION OF 
Cocnitt DAM ON THE Rio GRANDE ABOVE ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mex. (Aprtr. 1960) 


This statement is submitted by the board of directors of the Elephant Butte 
Irrigation District relative to the authorization of a proposed flood control dam 
at Cochiti on the Rio Grande above Albuquerque, N. Mex. ‘This structure would 
form an important element in the middle Rio Grande flood control program that 
has been under construction for a number of years. 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District is located on the Rio Grande in south 
central New Mexico. It receives its water supply from the Rio Grande. Most 
of this water originates in southern Colorado and northern New Mexico and is 
stored in Elephant Butte and Caballo Reservoirs, located in Sierra and Socorro 
Counties. New Mexico. In the past, most of the inflow in these reservoirs has 
arrived in the form of heavy spring flows derived from snowmelt in upstream 
mountain areas. Normal riverflow passing upstream diversion points and occa- 
sional summer flash floods normally contribute the remainder, and minor part, 
of our water supply. 

Construction of Cochiti Dam, on the main stem of the Rio Grande above 
Albuquerque, will place the Rio Grande in New Mexico under practically com- 
plete control. Another flood control dam is now under construction at Abiquiu, on 
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the Chama River, which is the principal tributary of the Rio Grande in New 
Mexico. The latter dam will place the Chama River under almost complete 
control. These two structures will radically alter the pattern of flow of the 
Rio Grande and the Chama in New Mexico. At such time as they may be com- 
pleted and go into operation, inflow into Elephant Butte Reservoir will, for the 
most part, consist of controlled releases from upstream reservoirs. The flow of 
the Rio Grande in New Mexico and, consequently, the water supply of the 
Elephant Butte Irrigation District will be vitally affected by the construction 
of Cochiti and Abiquiu Dams. The proper operation of these dams and reservoirs 
will be a matter of vital concern to the district. 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District is an important part of the Rio Grande 
project (New Mexico-Texas), one of the outstanding Federal reclamation proj- 
ects in the West. Project construction costs, except storage, are being repaid 
by water users. Its agricultural production has made an outstanding contribu- 
tion to the economy of New Mexico for many years. In 1959, the gross value of 
crops produced was in excess of $24 million. During the 20-year period from 
1940 to 1959, inclusive, gross crop values in the Elephant Butte Irrigation Dis- 
trict amounted to $390 million. The district supports a rural population of some 
15,000 people. In addition, many thousands of people living in the towns within 
the Elephant Butte Irrigation District are completely, or partially, dependent 
upon agricultural production for their livelihoods. The farmlands within the 
district form an important economic base for the south central portion of New 
Mexico. The maintenance of this base is dependent upon an adequate supply 
of irrigation water. The district, therefore, has a very direct and important 
interest in upstream developments that may affect, in any way, the volume and 
time of delivery of its water supply. 

The construction of flood control dams on the Rio Grande and its tributaries 
in New Mexico was, for many years, a controversial matter among the States 
of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. This controversy was apparently resolved 
by the recent adoption of an agreement covering the operation of Cochiti, and 
other middle Rio Grande flood control reservoirs. This agreement has been 
approved by Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, and by the Corps of Engineers. 
The Elephant Butte Irrigation District, a local organization established under 
New Mexico law, has, for many years, protested against the provision of addi- 
tional storage capacity above Elephant Butte because of long and unsatisfactory 
experience with upstream river and reservoir operation that have adversely 
affected its water supply, particularly during periods of severe drought that 
occasionally occur along the Rio Grande. In view of the above agreement, 
however, the district recognizes that further protests against additional up- 
stream storage in New Mexico cannot change the present situation. The dis- 
trict reluctantly accepts, with serious misgivings, what appears to be inevitable. 
These misgivings have their origin in improper upstream river and reservoir 
operation that have interfered with the district’s water supply. 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District sincerely hopes that the agreement 
governing the operation of upstream reservoirs will be fairly and impartially 
administered ; that it will successfully meet the problem of properly distributing 
water along the Rio Grande and its tributaries in New Mexico; and that the 
provision of flood control facilities for the protection of the middle Rio Grande 
Valley will not result in the infliction of injury upon downstream areas by de- 
priving them, at any time, of any portion of their fair share of the available 
water supply as provided by the Rio Grande compact. 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District, in a letter addressed to the New 
Mexico State engineer under date of November 17, 1959, commented in con- 
siderable detail in regard to the proposed Cochiti Dam and Reservoir. These 
comments form a supplment to the New Mexico commments on this matter and 
were transmitted by the State engineer to the Chief of Engineers, Washington, 
under date of November 20, 1959. The Elephant Butte Irrigation District adheres 
to its comments referred to above; believes that they remain valid in all 
respects; and asks that they be considered in conjunction with this statement. 
A few excerpts from these comments are incorporated into this statement and 
appear below. 

“Substantial agreement among the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and 
Texas, and the Federal agencies, concerning the principal features to be in- 
cluded in the final flood control program designed to protect the middle Rio 
Grande Valley in New Mexico apparently brings to an end an interstate con- 
troversy concerning this matter. We sincerely hope that this settlement will 
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prove to be more effective than was the case 20 years ago when the Rio Grande 
compact went into operation for the purpose, among others, of bringing to an 
end a long standing controversy on the Rio Grande. If the present agreement 
among the three States and the Federal agencies does not eliminate the basic 
sources of controversy within the Rio Grande Basin of New Mexico, then down- 
stream areas will be compelled to realize, for a second time, that it aves little 
good to enter into agreements with upstream areas for the purpose of settling 
their difficulties. 

“Whether the present settlement is permanent, or merely temporary, will de- 
pend primarily on several things: (1) whether the Middle Rio Grande Con- 
servancy District, located in the most heavily populated and most politically 
powerful area in the State of New Mexico, is willing to recognize that other areas 
on the stream are entitled to a fair share of the available water as set forth in 
the Rio Grande compact and will govern its attitudes, policies, and actions ac- 
cordingly; (2) whether the State of New Mexico can, and will, see that its cou- 
mitments under the compact are fulfilled, even though this may mean that it will, 
on occasion, find it necessary to exert its authority in order to meet its obliga- 
tions to deliver water into Elephant Butte Reservoir; (3) whether the Federal 
agencies operating in the Rio Grande Basin of New Mexico consistently follow 
fair and reasonable policies, based upon recognition of the rights and interests of 
all areas on the Rio Grande, in administering matters relating to water that fall 
within their jurisdiction. 

“One of the basic assumptions in connection with the operation agreement is 
that a discharge of 1,500 cubie feet of water per second into the river below the 
Cochiti site will satisfy the requirements of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy 
District and absorb river losses through that area. Presumably this figure was 
arrived at by analysis of available data and is a reasonable and reliable figure. 
However, this figure does not constitute an automatic restriction upon the use of 
water in the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District and does not provide any 
assurance that, when streamflow exceeds this figure, excessive diversions will 
not occur. 

“Tt must be frankly recognized that there is no sound and reliable legal basis 
for the enforcement of proper operation within the Rio Grande Basin of New 
Mexico, and to compel an equitable division of the available water supply among 
the various areas dependent upon the Rio Grande for a water supply. Proper 
operation, and a proper division of the available water supply, will depend upon 
the willingness of the local, State, and Federal agencies responsible for onera- 
tion and administration to see that the obligations of New Mexico to downstream 
areas are met.” 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District was glad to receive official assurances 
from the New Mexico State engineer that upstream reservoirs will be pronerly 
operated and that the State of New Mexico will respect its obligations to deliver 
water to downstream areas in accordance with the provisions of the Rio Grande 
compact. The district greatly appreciates the fairminded and impartial attitude 
of the present State engineer in regard to the matter under discussion, as well as 
his unqualified assurances regarding the policies of the State of New Mexico 
relative to the operation of upstream flood control works. The district feels that 
he is sincere in his statements and that his future official actions will conform 
to those statements. The district hopes that his successors in office will maintain 
the policies that he has outlined. 





Crry or ALBUQUERQUE, N. MFx., 
Albuquerque, N. Mez., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution adopted by the 
Albuquerque City Commission on April 12 pertaining to the establishment of a 
permanent pool of water for recreational purposes at the proposed Cochiti flood 
control dam. Copies cf this resolution have been provided the Governor of New 
Mexico and other interested State official. 

Any assistance you can give to the State, the city of Albuquerque, and other 
interested municipalities in this matter will be appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Epmunp Ll. ENGet, City Manager. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the U.S. Corps of Engineers has evaluated and recommended the 
Cochiti Dam for construction as an integral part of the Rio Grande flood 
control project; and 

Whereas the project when built is contemplated for purely flood control 
purposes ; and 

Whereas the rapidly expanding population of central New Mexico is plac- 
ing a great strain on existing outdoor recreational facilities ; and 

Whereas it is the desire of the City Commission of the City of Albuquerque 
that more recreational facilities be made available in this area: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolwed by the City Commission of the City of Albuquerque, N. Mew.: 


I 


That the State of New Mexico, acting through its Governor and the State 
engineer, be requested to recommend to the Federal agencies and Congress 
that the Cochiti Dam project be so modified as to incorporate a permanent lake 
of 50,000 acre-feet of water, more or less, to be used for recreational facilities. 


II 


That the city of Albuquerque is willing to consider releasing a portion of its 
requested share of San Juan diversion waters if not immediately needed, to 
establish and maintain the permanent lake on a basis to be negotiated between 
the city of Albuquerque, other interested municipalities, and agencies of the 
State of New Mexico. 

III 


That the establishment of recreational facilities be done in such a manner as 
to provide adequate safeguards for protection of tribal burial grounds and 
sacre’ tribal lands and that these lands be reserved to the control of the Indians 
involved. 

Passed, adopted, signed, and approved this 12th day of April 1960. 

MAURICE SANCHEZ, 
Chairman of the City Commission and Ex Officio Mayor of the City of 
Albuquerque, N. Mex. 


Attest : 
[SEAL] JON V. MALONE, 
City Clerk. 


STATE oF NEw Mexico, DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH, 
Santa Fe, April 22, 1960. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Enclosed herewith is a copy of the resolution recently 
passed by the Albuquerque City Commission and a copy of its transmittal to me 
from Edmund L. Engel, city manager, relative to water for Cochiti Reservoir. 

As vou know, this department is keenly interested in the establishment of a 
recreational pool in Cochiti Reservoir, to help take care of some of the recrea- 
tional requirements in the State of New Mexico. 

The intent of this resolution is the use by allocation of water from the trans- 
mountain diversion that would otherwise be reserved for the city of Albuquerque. 
Further information is that the State game commission has indicated that it 
would do all in its power to assist in maintaining a maximum water level by 

We sincerely hope that this resolution will be of assistance in achieving the 
desire results in respect to a conservation pool in Cochiti Reservoir. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep A, Trompson, Director. 

(Resolution previously furnished.) 


Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Reynolds. 
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STATEMENT OF S. E. REYNOLDS, STATE ENGINEER AND SECRE- 
TARY, INTERSTATE STREAM COMMISSION, STATE OF NEW 
MEXICO 


Mr. Reynotps. Mr. Chairman, my name is S. E. Reynolds. I am 
State engineer and secretary of the Interstate Stream Commission of 
the State of New Mexico, and I am appearing here in support of the 
authorization for Cochiti and Galisteo Reservoirs on the Rio Grande 
as a part of the authorized middle Rio Grande project. 

With your permission, sir, I will file with the committee copies 
of my written statement and copies of a resolution adopted by the 
Rio Grande Compact Commission at its meeting in February of this 
year, and will give a very brief oral summary of my statement, with 
some supplementary remarks. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Reynoxps. There is urgent need for storage capacity on the 
main stem and the tributaries of the Rio Grande in New Mexico for 
flood and sediment control for the protection of life and property, 
and for the improvement of the channel to conserve water. 

The State of New Mexico concurs in the recommendations set forth 
in the Chief of Engineers report dated March 25, 1960, on Rio 
Grande Basin in New Mexico which recommends the construction of 
Galisteo Reservoir on Galisteo Creek, with diversion of Santa Fe 
River floodflows; construction of Cochiti Reservoir on Rio Grande in 
lieu of the authorized low Chamita Reservoir on Rio Chama; and res- 
ervoir regulation as presented by the district engineer. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has proposed that 
further consideration be given the provision of storage capacity for a 
permanent pool in Cochiti Reservoir for fish and wildlife propaga- 
tion and recreation after project authorization, but prior to approval 
of the present construction plans by the Chief of Engineers. 

The State of New Mexico concurs in this proposal and urges such 
further consideration. 

It is my understanding that certain administrative agencies have 
suggested that the authorization of the Cochita and Galisteo Reser- 
voirs should be delayed until the Congress has had opportunity to 
consider §. 2060 which deals with cost sharing by local interests in 
federally constructed flood-control projects. 

I strongly urge that the authorization of this project not be delayed. 

The need for flood control on the Rio Grande is desperate, and a 
year’s delay in providing flood-storage capacity may be very costly 
in terms of life and property. 

Furthermore, the wording of S. 2060 is such that if the Congress 
decides that the bill should be enacted and it should be applicable to 
pores such as Cochiti and Galisteo Reservoirs, its provisions could 

e applied at any time before the reservoirs are under contract or 
under construction. 

It is my considered opinion that it is not practical to develop an 
equitable method acceptable to the public for financing the local in- 
terest. share of flood-control projects where the benefits of the project 
are widely dispersed over a large geographic area. 

The direct and indirect flood-control benefits for the Cochiti and 
Galisteo Reservoirs are distributed over about 200 miles of the Rio 
Grande Valley above Elephant Butte Reservoir. 
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The benefits that will result from improved channel conditions, the 
consequent savings of water, are even more widespread, accruing to 
the States of Colorado, New Mexico and Texas, and to the United 
States of Mexico. 

Because of this wide dispersal of benefits, the cost-sharing provi- 
sions of S. 2060 are not practically applicable to this project. 

In conclusion, I strongly urge your favorable consideration of leg- 
islation which would authorize construction of Cochiti and Galisteo 
Reservoirs as a part of the middle Rio Grande project in this session 
of the Congress. 

The State of New Mexico is most appreciative of the opportunity 
that I have been given to appear before this committee in support of 
such legislation. I thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Reynolds. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Reynolds follows :) 


STATEMENT OF S. E. REYNOLDS 


My name is S. E. Reynolds, I am State engineer and secretary of the Inter- 
state Stream Commission of the State of New Mexico. 

There is urgent need for storage capacity on the main stem and the tribu- 
taries of the Rio Grande in New Mexico for flood and sediment control for 
the protection of life and property, and for the improvement of the channel to 
conserve water. This need is expressed coldly and factually in the district 
engineer’s report entitled, “Review Survey for Flood Control—Interim Report 
on Main Stem of Rio Grande Above Elephant Butte Dam” dated December 1958. 

This report says that the works recommended therein will prevent damages 
amounting to an average of $3,170,000 per year. These figures do not, and are 
not intended to, describe the loss of life, human suffering, health hazards, and 
the disruption of business, industrial, and important defense activities that will 
result if the required works are not provided. 

The State of New Mexico concurs in the recommendations set forth in the 
Chief of Engineers March 25, 1960, report on Rio Grande Basin in New Mexico. 
Those recommendations are, “that the comprehensive plan of improvement for 
the Rio Grande Basin, N. Mex., authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948, be 
modified to provide for flood and sediment control by: (1) Construction of Galis- 
teo Reservoir on Galisteo Creek, with diversion of Santa Fe River floodflows; 
(2) construction of Cochiti Reservoir on Rio Grande in lieu of the authorized 
Low Chamiti Reservoir on Rio Chama; (3) reservoir regulation as presented by 
the district engineer; all generally in accordance with the plans of the district 
engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of 
Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $53,- 
295,000 for construction and $313,000 annually for operation and maintenance 
in addition to that now required: provided that: (a) no modifications of the 
reservoir regulation plan shall be made except as stipulated therein. * * * The 
State of New Mexico also concurs in the further recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers report which relate to the exchange and acquisition of lands. 

New Mexico recognizes the necessity for adopting procedures for the operation 
of reservoirs constructed as a part of the middle Rio Grande project that will 
protect the interests of water users in Colorado, Texas, and New Mexico, and 
approves the regulation plan set forth in the district engineer's report. I wish 
to take this opportunity to express the great appreciation of the State of New 
Mexico for the very excellent cooperation of the States of Texas and Colorado 
and the district engineer of the Albuquerque district in formulating this plan. 
I would also point out that the regulation plan has been approved by the Rio 
Grande compact commissioners and by the official representatives of each of 
the three States. The action of the compact commissioners was confirmed by 
a resolution adopted by the compact commission on February 19, 1960, at Santa 
Fe. With the permission of the chairman of this committee I will file a copy 
of that resolution with my statement. 

The States of Colorado and Texas have requested that the provisions of the 
reservoir regulation plan be set forth in any legislation authorizing the con- 
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struction of the Cochiti and Galisteo Reservoirs. New Mexico has no objections 
to this proposal. 

The regional director, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife has commented 
to the effect that a minimum fish and wildlife and recreational pool of 1,200 
surface acres in Cochiti Reservoir would afford an annual use of at least 150,000 
fishermen days. He has also commented that the benefits from this use would 
more than justify the costs involved and that the benefits would be largely of 
national significance due to nonresident tourist use and relief of fishing use 
of overtaxed national forests in New Mexico. The Department of Game anid 
Fish of the State of New Mexico concurs in the statement of the regional director 
and recommends that a permanent pool of approximately 1,200 surface acres 
be provided in Cochiti Reservoir. 

The district engineer, the Regional Director of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife, and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors have pro- 
posed that further consideration be given the provision of storage capacity for 
a permanent pool after project authorization but prior to approval of the pre- 
construction plans by the Chief of Engineers when the additional costs and 
recreational benefits of the permanent pool have been determined and there 
is reasonable assurance of a source of water to establish and maintain the 
permanent pool. The State of New Mexico concurs in this proposal and urges 
such further consideration. 

The National Park Service, in its comments, dated September 26, 1958, 
objects to the plan for flood control presented in the district engineer’s report. 
The objection is based on the fact that the operation of the proposed Cochiti 
Dam and Reservoir would, at maximum pool elevation, inundate an area of 
approximately 420 acres in Bandelier National Monument. The average width 
of the strip subject to flooding at that pool elevation is about 700 feet. Also 
six sets of prehistoric Indian ruins located in the lower reaches of Alamo 
Canyon would be within the area subject to inundation. The report of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors notes that, “The six known ruins 
involved could be salvaged but protection of the 420 acres affected is imprac- 
ticable.” The total area of the two units of Bandelier National Monument is 
approximately 27,000 acres. The southernmost unit of the monument contains 
about 22,000 acres bordering the Rio Grande and contains hundreds of indi- 
vidual Indian ruins. The effects of the proposed Cochiti Dam and Reservoir 
on the total values of the Bandelier National Monument are negligible, par- 
ticularly when weighed against the grave flood dangers to the middle Rio Grande 
Valley (including presently occupied Indian pueblos) without Cochiti Reservoir. 
The State of New Mexico submits that the objection of the National Park 
Service is not valid. 

By letter of November 20, 1959, I forwarded to the Chief of Engineers a 
“State by the Board of Directors of the Elephant Butte Irrigation District” 
concerning the plan for flood control on the Rio Grande above Elephant Butte 
Dam and Reservoir (November, 1959). This statement expresses, in forceful 
language, the legitimate concern of the district over proposed upstream projects 
that may affect its water supply in any manner, and asks that the rights and 
interests of the district be fully protected in the operation of reservoirs con- 
structed as a part of the middle Rio Grande project. The statement expresses 
no opposition to the plan of development recommended in the report of the 
Chief of Engineers, and proposes no changes in the reservoir regulation plan 
set forth in the district engineer’s report. The State has given assurance that 
it will take aggressive action, if necessary, to insure conformance with the 
reservoir regulation plan. 

I wish to take this opportunity to express the State of New Mexico’s appre- 
ciation for the excellent work of the Albuquerque district of the Corps of 
Ungineers in preparing the interim report, and for the district engineer’s close 
coordination and cooperation with the affected States and local interests during 
the preparation of the report. The State is also appreciative of the favorable 
consideration given the report by the division engineer, the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, and the Chief of Engineers. In conclusion the State 
of New Mexico urgently requests early and favorable action which would 
authorize construction of Galisteo Reservoir on Galisteo Creek, and the con- 
struction of Cochiti Reservoir on Rio Grande in general accordance with the 
plans of the district engineer. The State of New Mexico is appreciative of 
the opportunity to present its views for the consideration of this committee. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is urgent need for additional storage capacity on the Rio Grande 
above Albuquerque for flood and sediment control to protect life and property 
and to improve and protect the channel to conserve water, and 

Whereas the district manager, Albuquerque District, Corps of Engineers has 
issued a report recommending the construction of dams and reservoirs on the main 
stem of the Rio Grande at the Cochiti site and on Galisteo Creek near its mouth 
for the above purposes; and recommending the operation of these reservoirs in 
accordance with a reservoir regulation plan developed through the cooperation of 
the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, and 

Whereas division engineer, Southwestern Division, Corps of Engineers and the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors have approved the report of the 
district engineer including the recommended reservoir regulation plan: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Rio Grande Compact Commission supports and urges the 
enactment of legislation which shall authorize the construction and operation 
of the reservoirs in accordance with the report of the district engineer of the 
Albuquerque District entitled, “Review Survey for Flood Control, Interim 
Report on Main Stem of the Rio Grande above Elephant Butte Dam, December 
1958,” and which shall incorporate the aforesaid reservoir regulation plan in the 
authorizing legislation ; be it further 

Resolwed, That the Secretary of the Commission is authorized and directed 
to transmit copies of this resolution to the President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the 
chairman of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate, the chairman of the 
Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives, and to each of the 
congressional delegates of the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. 


Senator Kerr. Allright, Mr. Hubert Ball. 


STATEMENT OF HUBERT BALL, CHIEF ENGINEER, MIDDLE RIO 
GRANDE CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 


Mr. Baz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is 
Hubert Ball, and I am chief engineer of the middle Rio Grande Con- 
servancy District, and I am here to support the authorization of the 
Cochiti and Galisteo Dams on the Rio Grande and Galisteo Creek in 
New Mexico. 

I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to 

resent to the committee and have included in the record of these 
earings. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Ball. 

Mr. Bauu. In addition to that there has been one problem brought 
to my attention. The waters of the Rio Grande are governed by a 
compact between the three States, and operating procedures have 
been arrived at by the Corps of Engineers and people representing 
Texas and New Mexico, with which Texas is in accord, and I would like 
tosay for the record that the middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, 
principally affected by this operating procedure, is fully aware of all 
of the provisions, and we are couialenily in accord and have no objec- 
tions whatsoever to that procedure being made a part of the record 
of these hearings. Thank you, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Fine, Mr. Ball. We are glad to have had your state- 
ment. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Ball follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HuBERT BALL 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Hubert Ball. I am 
chief engineer of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District and our main 
offices are located in Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
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The conservancy district is an irrigation, drainage, and flood control organiza- 
tion responsible for the protection of that area between Cochiti, N. Mex., at the 
north end of the district extending a distance of 155 miles south to a point near 
the north boundary of the Bosque del Apache Wildlife Refuge. 

I have been instructed by the board of directors of the conservancy district 
to appear at this time to support the request for authorization of flood and sedi- 
ment control dams on the Rio Grande and Rio Galisteo in the vicinity of Cochiti, 
N. Mex. I do not feel that it is necessary for me to devote a lot of time to 
details regarding construction and justification of these structures. The Corps 
of Engineers and the State engineer of New Mexico has submitted to you 
voluminous and detailed documents which undoubtedly furnish you all of the 
required information regarding the technical problems connected with this pro- 
posed project and their report further sets out the requirements necessary to 
solve these problems. This report has been examined by me and they certainly 
justify the authorization of such funds found necessary to complete this unit 
of, the comprehensive plan of development for the middle Rio Grande area in 
New Mexico. Since these technical reports are available to this committee, I 
would like to devote the time allotted to me in presenting a general statement 
which will express a few reasons for our sincere and urgent support of early 
authorizations for these items. 

Since these dams are being constructed for the control of floods in the middle 
Rio Grande area, flood control is, of course, the first and most important 
consideration in authorization of the considerable sums of money that will be 
required for their construction. There has been previous authorization for 
a dam on the Rio Jemez, which has been completed; one at Abiquiu on the 
Chama, which is under construction and will be completed in 1962; also levee 
and bank protection works throughout the district on which construction is now 
in progress. 

When the reports were made on this previous authorized construction, it was 
understood by all concerned that additional dams on the Rio Grande and its 
tributaries in New Mexico would be required in order to provide the amount 
of flood control protection that was contemplated by the original comprehensive 
plan of development for the middle Rio Grande area in New Mexico. This 
report was prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers 
during the early 1940’s and certain structures then recommended were deleted 
from the original authorization due to problems arising in connection with the 
administration of the Rio Grande compact. I also believe that it was the 
judgment of all concerned that the units deleted from this original plan could 
be and would be given due consideration at such time in the future as the 
units now completed or under construction had been operated for a sufficient 
length of time to indicate the extent construction now being requested would 
affect the distribution of waters as provided for in the aforementioned Rio 
Grande compact. These particular matters have been given intensive study 
and consideration and we believe that the information now available does indi- 
cate that these integral units of the original plan will be completely justified 
and that authorization is certainly in order at this time. 

The second and also an important consideration is the possibility of water 
salvage, resulting from the construction of Cochiti and Galisteo dams, that 
would accrue along the Rio Grande between Cochiti and the upper end of Ele- 
phant Butte Reservoir. The dams now completed, or under construction, and 
those now being proposed will permit control of riverflows to be maintained 
at a point that will allow the formation and maintenance of channels for 
eliminating the spreading of floodwater over many thousand acres of floodway. 
The confining of these waters to reasonable channels will stop the terriffic 
evaporation and transpiration losses now occurring from Cochiti to Elephant 
Butte Reservoir. 

There will continue to be constant and severe losses of water throughout the 
Rio Grande compact area until control of all basin waters has been achieved and 
the Cochiti and Galisteo Dams will surely be one of, if not the most, important 
structures affecting this problem. 

There are other minor immediate benefits which would accrue to this area 
and all of New Mexico. One of the more important is the possibility of recrea- 
tion areas at one or both of these dams. This would be a most important item 
particularly to the city of Albuquerque. A major playground at either of these 
sites would only be a few miles and a few minutes from Albuquerque which has 
a population at this time of more than 250,000 people. These recreational 


Sp ARN OS TE 


py acscn ee 


TIPS « 


patton 








ganiza- 
, at the 
nt near 


district 
id sedi- 
Sochiti, 
time to 
> Corps 
to you 
of the 
1is pro- 
sary to 
rtainly 
is unit 
area in 
ittee, I 
itement 
f early 


middle 
portant 
will be 
ion for 
on the 
0 levee 
is now 


it was 
and its 
Amount 
hensive 
This 
gineers 
deleted 
‘ith the 
ras the 
n could 
as the 
ifficient 
would 
ed Rio 
» study 
es indi- 
ustified 


| water 
s, that 
of Ele- 
ym, and 
itained 
els for 
odway. 
terriffic 
ephant 


out the 
ed and 
portant 


is area 
recrea- 
nt item 
f these 
ich has 
ational 





“a 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 499 


facilities would also be available to all other inhabitants throughout our district 
and certainly would be of great interest to the people of various governmental 
installations in such nearby points as Los Alamos, Sandia Base, Kirtland Air 
Force Base, and other small communities. 

There are numerous other bneefits, mostly of a minor nature, and are gen- 
erally intangible, however, very real to the people which they affect. I would 
make one illustration, the Rio Grande has always been one of the major flyways 
for aquatic fowl. For the past 15 or 20 years drought conditions in the Rio 
Grande area have certainly been a great hazard to this particular wildlife and 
has resulted in what undoubtedly is a considerable loss . However, while it is 
very real and certainly should receive consideration, it would be impossible to 
place a dollar value on the particular reduction the wildlife population of the 
United States has suffered during this period of time. 

These few reasons I present certainly add to the justification that the Corps 
of Engineers and the State engineer of New Mexico have demonstrated in their 
most complete and adequate reports which have previously been submitted 
for your consideration. These reports show that the cost-benefit ratio is 1.56 
to 1 and that ratio when supported by these intangible benefits indicate this 
project has unusual merit and justification and I will agree without hesitation 
that only these demonstrated benefits are those you will probably consider 
important at this particular time, however, there are other problems which 
undoubtedly will present themselves in the not too distant future. Construction 
to correct some of these problems which will undoubtedly arise in the future 
and in fact are already presenting themselves would be impossible to justify until 
after completion of the presently proposed units and sufficient time has elapsed 
to allow the aforementioned benefits to be realized. 

I would like to point out one particular project within this classification which 
has long aroused the interest of the local people and various governmental 
agencies. This would provide for the construction of a dam in the northern 
part of the State on the Rio Grande for the generation of cheap power that 
is so desperately needed throughout that area. I sincerely believe that the 
benefits to be derived from the construction of the Cochiti and Rio Galisteo Dams, 
particularly those which will allow salvage of sufficient water so that at some 
future date New Mexico would consistantly accrue credits in accordance with the 
provisions of the Rio Grande compact, will be sufficient to encourage favorable 
consideration from the various governmental agencies and the Congress of the 
United States for the building of such a project. 

These projects which I have discussed in this statement do not now provide 
or contemplate any future increase in the lands which would be subjected 
to irrigation in New Mexico. They will provide peace of mind to the people 
living in an area which is now experiencing the most rapid population expanson 
of any section throughout the entire Nation. 

The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District wishes to extend to you our 
sincere appreciation for your courteous attention at this hearing and at 
all the other hearings which it has been our privilege to present to you our 
problems which you have so kindly considered. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. John Patrick Murphy, executive secretary of 
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, Albuquerque. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN PATRICK MURPHY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Mureny. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John Patrick Murphy, and I am executive secretary of the 
Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association. 

I have been authorized by the board of directors of this association 
to appear on their behalf and present the material we have prepared. 

In the interest of time I ask permission to file my statement and then 
to make a few remarks. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. 

Mr. Murpry. We are all in agreement as to the urgent need for a 
dam and reservoir on the main stem of the Rio Grande at Cochiti and 
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for a dam and reservoir on Galisteo Creek as recommended in the 
report submitted to this committee by the Army Corps of Engineers, 

So now I want to take just a minute to compliment you, Mr. Chair- 
man, on the terrific job you are doing as chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on National Water Resources, and then to again add that 
we in Albuquerque were indeed highly pleased and honored when you 
selected our city as the site for one of these highly important meetings, 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 

I want to say here, as I did out there, that the preparation for that 
meeting by the agencies of your State and your interested groups out 
there, was one of the best presented we had. It was a pleasure for us 
to be there and have you here today. 

Mr. Murpeny. Thank you, sir. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Murphy follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN PATRICK MURPHY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John Patrick 
Murphy and I am execeutive secretary of the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control 
Association. I have been authorized by the board of directors of this association 
to appear on their behalf and present the material we have prepared. 

First, with reference to the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association. 
This association is made up of a voluntary group of farmers, business and pro- 
fessional men, housewives, schoolteachers, and other persons who have united 
in this manner to support this approved comprehensive plan. Our membership 
numbers over 2,000. 

The Flood Control Act of 1948 and 1950 approved an estimated cost of 
$42,506,000 for the work to be prosecuted by the Department of the Army and 
$30,179,000 for the work to be prosecuted by the Department of the Interior. 
From the year 1950 through 1960 fiscal years, the Congress has appropriated 
a total of $48,293,889. With the project authorized at $72,679,000, we have now 
received 67 percent of that amount. 

It will be recalled that the Corps of Engineers originally recommended Chiflo 
Dam on the main stem of the Rio Grande, but that this unit was so strenuously 
opposed by Elephant Butte District and Texas, that in order to get started on 
the other units in the project, we compromised, and that explains the wording 
in the bill that: “Chiflo Dam and Reservoir on Rio Grande shall be excluded 
from the Middle Rio Grande project authorized herein without prejudice to 
subsequent consideration of Chiflo Dam and Reservoir by the Congress.” 

Thus, it was the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association that again 
requested authority of the Congress for the Corps of Engineers “to review the 
report on the project with a view to determining whether any addition or modi- 
fication should be made in the recommendations contained therein at this time.” 

In making this request we specifically stated that we felt the other units as 
authorized were now far enough along to where, in our studied judgment, it 
is expedient to again seek authorization from the Congress for the construction 
of a flood control dam on the main stem of the Rio Grande. 

In addition to this, we asked the Congress for further programing of our 
comprehensive plan. We are all agreed that, if this is truly to be a master plan 
for flood control and water conservation in the middle Rio Grande Basin, the 
Corps of Engineers must still do certain things and conduct further study and 
research. For instance: We urgently need something in the way of a silt reten- 
tion dam on the Rio Puerco and some type of permanent treatment on the Rio 
Salado, Tonque, and other creeks and arroyos. 

Second, it should be noted that all affected interests of this project are united 
in their endorsement and support of the comprehensive plan as worked out by 
the Corps of Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Thus it is a 
joint undertaking by the two Federal agencies and has the complete approval 
of Texas, Colorado, and New Mexico, all of which are affected States. We are 
pleased to inform this committee that these affected States are now in agreement 
on the urgent need for a dam on the main stem of the Rio Grande at Cochiti. 
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Our respective views are all now in accord that the supreme requirement is for 
dams with which to control the flow of water and thus protect the levees and 
river channel. Therefore, the paramount need in the middle Rio Grande Valley 
always was and always will be, a sufficient number of upstream dams. Only 
by dams, can the maximum flow of water be held below the stage at which flood 
damage begins. Only by dams, can the silting and raising of the riverbed be 
stopped. We must expedite the construction of our dams, The extreme flood 
danger to the middle Rio Grande Valley cannot be eliminated any other way as 
agreed to by the best engineers in our country. Dams are the essential part 
of the comprehensive plan and of particular importance is an adequate dam on 
the main stem of the Rio Grande. 

The greatest asset of any country is the people. The population of the 
middle Rio Grande Valley is over 500,000. The second most important asset 
is the land on which they live and the land in this area aggregates 347,500 acres, 
The third most valuable asset is the improvements constructed on the land. 
A conservative value at the present date in the area is in excess of $600 million ; 
and it is impossible .to secure one penny’s worth of flood insurance to protect 
this immense investment. 

The local people realize their danger and have spent millions and millions 
of dollars trying to alleviate this situation, or at least avert disaster until such 
time as the Army Corps of Engineers can complete a comprehensive program 
for flood control. In certain reaches, the channel of the river has been rising 
at an average rate of 3 to 4 inches a year, with the result that today—Albu- 
querque, Bernalillo, Belen, Socorro, and the Indian pueblos in the valley, as 
well as farms, bighways, railroads, ete., are well below river level even during 
period of moderate flow. 

There are 6,000 Indians living in the middle Rio Grande Valley, in 9 pueblos. 
Agriculture is the principal economy of these Indians, and now their lives, 
homes, and farms are being seriously threatened, along with their valley 
neighbors. 

The Rio Grande flood control phase of the project, as authorized by Congress, 
provides specifically for flood and sediment control reservoirs on Jemez River— 
construction was started in 1950 and completed in 1953; and on the Rio Chama 
at Abiquiu, now 25 percent constructed and scheduled for completion in 1963; the 
floodway unit is located along three separate reaches of the Rio Grande—the 
first reach extends through the Espanola Valley, the second reach through the 
middle valley, from Cochiti to the upstream end of Elephant Butte Reservoir, 
and the third is located in the lower valley in the vicinity of Hot Springs. This 
floodway work will be completed by 1962. 

The resolution adopted by the U.S. Senate Committee on Public Works, June 
28, 1956, requesting a review of House Document 2438 for the purpose of de- 
termining whether any additions or modifications should be made in the reec- 
ommendations contained in that document, has, indeed, proven to be very fruitful. 
During this review on the main stem of the Rio Grande, the Army Engineers 
have proven beyond all doubt that a dam and reservoir are urgently needed to 
protect the levees and the river channel and to control the flow of floodwaters. 
In completing their report, the Corps of Engineers strongly recommend two 
dams: one to be constructed in the vicinity of Cochiti to control spring and 
summer floods on Rio Grande and the other one on Galisteo Creek near its 
mouth to control flash floods from the tributary watershed. 

It is their studied opinion that these two additional reservoirs—Cochiti and 
Galisteo—when authorized and constructed, together with Jemez Reservoir, 
Abiquiu Reservoir, the rebuilt and strengthened levees and channel in the flood- 
way, the completed Platora Reservoir on the Conejos River in Colorado, and 
the authorized Wagon Wheel Gap Reservoir on the Rio Grande in Colorado, would 
provide a high degree of protection from Rio Grande in the Espanola and middle 
Rio Grande Valley. In fact, there would be no danger at all from floods similar 
in magnitude to those of historical record. 

This recommended review report of the Army Engineers was also examined 
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and was approved by them 
on May 8, 1959. They also approved the construction design to contain a per- 
manent pool in Cochiti Reservoir of imported water for recreational purposes. 
It has been the expressed desire of the city of Albuquerque to store 50,000 acre- 
feet of San Juan River water in Cochiti Reservoir with which to develop recrea- 
tional features such as boating, swimming, fishing, picnicking, and concessionary 
facilities. It has already been proven that such added recreational attractions 
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would produce very large benefits to the State and to the immediate area sur- 
rounding the reservoir. 

In conclusion, the emergency nature of the legislation involving the aforemen- 
tioned is of great importance because it is urgent that we expedite the construc- 
tion of the Cochiti and Galisteo Dams and Reservoirs. The extreme flood danger 
to the middle Rio Grande Valley cannot be eliminated merely by strengthening 
the levees and straightening and deepening the river channel. These two dams— 
Cochiti and Galisteo—are the essential part of the original comprehensive plan, 
and we plead with this committee to authorize their construction. 

I want to thank you on behalf of the 500,000 splendid but anxious people 
whom I represent and to say that we appreciate very much this opportunity to 
appear before you and plead our cause. 

Senator Kerr. Is Congressman Bowles, of Connecticut, here ? 

We are very happy to welcome the Congressman here, and we are 
glad to have his contribution to this hearing, and we are happy to 
know of the service he is going to render a little further down the 
road, because we have the feeling that his presence on the committee 
that he is going to serve, as the chairman for the National Democratic 
Convention, will result in some very constructive statements and 
recommendations coming out in that document that he is apt to 
prepare. 

Mr. Bowes. Mr. Chairman, I hope so; and I hope you will give 
me some of your good experienced assistance. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kucnen. May I, as a Californian, welcome you and your 
Democratic brothers in advance of the convention, my colleague. I 
wish you well in California. 

One of the reasons I am so anxious that the committee approve 
what we are requesting is that you will go to my State under a little 
happier auspices. 

Mr. Bowers. We are looking forward to it. 

Senator Kerr. I am sure the Congressman will understand the rec- 
ommendations of our friend from California, that his good wishes 
for the success of the convention in which you will participate out 
there is limited to its commercial aspects. [Laughter. | 

Senator Kucnen. And perhaps es a time standpoint, to let us 
say not to exceed the first Monday after the first day of November. 
[ Laughter. | 

Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHESTER W. BOWLES, A U.S. REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Bowtes. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief statement. 

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to appear before your com- 
mittee this morning on behalf of two projects of great importance to 
the citizens of eastern Connecticut. 

Since the disastrous floods of 1955, which caused the loss of over a 
hundred lives and untold property damage, the people of the Quine- 
baug Valley have been waiting patiently for.the corrective measures 
they were assured would be rushed to completion so that such a dis- 
aster could not again wipe out whole cities and towns and leave whole 
families homeless. 

They have waited 5 years, Mr. Chairman. I think that is long 
enough. 
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While it is true that work has been done during these 5 years on 
other projects in the area, nevertheless the necessary protection can- 
not be provided by anything less than a complete integrated system of 
dams and reservoirs. 

The West Thompson Dam on the Quinebaug River is the key link 
in this system. ‘The benefit-cost ratio is a favorable 1.3 to 1, and con- 
struction of this project will assure not only maximum flood protec- 
tion for the area but will also remove the final roadblock to the urban 
renewal plans of the neighboring city of Putnam. 

Putnam’s ambitious and progressive plans to rebuild hinge to a 
large extent on a new industrial park, which is located directly in the 
path of floodwaters. New industry is, understandably, reluctant to 
relocate in Putnam without some assurance that the disaster of 1955 
will not be repeated. 

Mr. Chairman, the economy of eastern Connecticut has never fully 
recovered from the blow it suffered in 1955. Yet the people of this 
area have kept up the struggle to rebuild their cities and to revitalize 
their region’s economy. Approval of the West Thompson Dam on 
the Quinebaug River will do much to help them in their efforts. 

I urge the committee’s approval of this project. 

The second project I wish to call to the attention of the members 
of the committee, Mr. Chairman, is one which would provide protec- 
tion from hurricane flooding for the community of Pawcatuck, in the 
extreme southeast corner of the State, and of my congressional dis- 
trict. 

Here the problem is one of tidal flooding of an industrial area re- 
sulting from hurricanes which strike this section of the Connecticut 
shoreline from time to time. 

First, Selectman Johnstone and Industrial Development Committee 
Chairman Crouch will testify before you later in some detail on the 
need for this project, so I will be brief. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio of this project is estimated to be better than 
2to 1,and the Army division engineer has estimated that a recurrence 
of the hurricane flooding of 1938 and 1954 would result in property 
damage in the neighborhood of $2 million to this predominantly 
manufacturing community. 

Local interests are agreeable to providing their share of the total 
cost, and I strongly urge the committee’s approval of this project as a 
worthwhile investment. 

I appreciate your giving me time today, Mr. Chairman, to bring 
to your attention and to the members of the committee these projects 
of vital importance to the citizens of my district. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Prescott Bush, of Connecticut, is here and, Senator, in 
the interest of your time we will be glad to have you make your pre- 
sentation now, if you would like. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Senator Busn. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to 
appear before the chairman and this committee on which I served for 
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4 years, and which has been very helpful to our State since the disas- 
trous floods of 1954 and 1955, in particular. 

I appear today to request you to amend H.R. 7634 to provide uni- 
form cost-sharing standards for Federal flood protection projects, and 
to include in the bill certain Connecticut works which are needed to 
carry forward the flood protection program in my State. 

Before discussing the general question of cost sharing, I invite your 
attention to Connecticut projects which should be included in the 
bill. These projects, the documentation therefor and the benefit-to- 
cost ratios, are as follows: 

Hurricane protection project for Stamford, Conn. House Docu- 
ment No. 210, 86th Congress, Ist session. Benefit-to-cost ratio, 1.5 to 1. 

Hurricane protection project for Pawcatuck, Conn. House Docu- 
ment No. 212, 86th Congress, Ist session. Benefit-to-cost ratio, 2.1 to 1. 

West Thompson, Conn., flood control dam and reservoir. Senate 
Document No. 41, 86th Congress, 1st session. Benefit-to-cost ratio, 
1.3to1. 

Senator Kerr. We have had testimony on them. 


Senator Busu. They have testified on Stamford, Pawcatuck, and 
West Thompson ? 


Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Busn. Additional flood protection for the Naugatuck River 
Valley below Thomaston, Conn., consisting of four dams and reser- 
voirs for flood control, on Northfield Brook, Branch Brook, Hancock 
Brook, and Hop Brook. House Document No. 372, 86th Congress, 2d 
session. Benefit-cost ratios ranging between 1.7 to 1 and 2 to 1. 

The subcommittee will note that all of these projects are economi- 
cally justified, with some having unusually high benefit-to-cost 
ratios. 

In process by the Corps of Engineers are additional Connecticut 
projects—a local flood protection plan for Ansonia-Derby in the 
Naugatuck River Valley, and two projects in the Farmington River 
Valley, a flood control reservoir on Sucker Brook at Winsted and 
a dual-purpose reservoir for flood control and water storage at Cole- 
brook. Should the necessary documentation be received before the bill 
is ready for final action by the Congress, I urge that they also be 
included. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to discuss cost sharing in relation to the 
Connecticut projects a little later, but I should now like to have the 
subcommittee consider the problem as one of general application. 

In the Ist session of the 86th Congress, I introduced S. 2060 which 
was intended to implement President Eisenhower’s recommendation 
last year for legislation to establish a consistent basis for cost sharing 
on projects which provide flood protection benefits. 

I submit the language of S. 2060, with certain modifications and 
additions suggested by the Department of the Interior, as an amend- 
ment to H.R. 7634, so that it may now be considered by the sub- 
committee in view of the President’s renewed request for prompt 
enactment. of this legislation. 

I invite the subcommittee’s attention to the following language in 
the President’s budget message this year (pp. M52 and M53) : 

Cost sharing on flood protection projects.—It is essential that legislation 


be promptly enacted to establish a consistent basis for cost sharing on projects 
which provide flood protection benefits. At the present time, the various 
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Federal agencies responsible for flood protection operate under different and 
confusing cost-sharing standards. The non-Federal contributions vary from 
0 to over 60 percent. This intolerable situation should be corrected. Legisla- 
tion now before the Congress would require generally that identifiable non- 
Federal interests receiving flood protection benefits be at least 30 percent of 
the costs of flood protection. The value of lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way contributed locally would be included as part of this non-Federal share. 
The cost of operation and maintenance would also be a State or local 
responsibility. 

The President, in describing the present situation as “intolerable,” 
used strong language. In my judgment, it was merited. 

As evidence of the wide variation in present cost-sharing require- 
ments, I submit for the subcommittee’s information, tables prepared 
for me by the Departments of the Army and of Agriculture, together 
with letters of transmittal from the appropriate officials of the two 
Departments, and a letter from the Bureau of the Budget in which 
the tables are analyzed at my request. 

These tables show that the costs imposed upon local communities 
range from 0 to 61 percent, in the case of projects undertaken by the 
Department of Agriculture under the Watershed and Flood Preven- 
tion Act (Public Law 566, as amended) ; and from 0 to 67 percent, in 
the case of flood protection projects undertaken by the Corps of En- 
gineers. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the tables and letters to which I have 
referred may be printed in the record of these hearings at the con- 
clusion of my statement. 

Senator Kerr. It will be done. 

Senator Busu. The evils which flood from the illogical and incon- 
sistent, cost-sharing requirements under existing law include: 

1. The Federal Government discriminates against certain com- 
munities in need of flood protection, and in favor of others. 

2. Communities tend to “shop around” among Federal agencies 
engaged in flood control to determine which will give them the best 
bargain. 

3. The Federal agencies, especially at the field level, compete one 
against the other, using the variations in cost-sharing requirements 
as bargaining points, to obtain new flood control work. 

4. Without adequate local participation in costs, there is danger 
that projects not fully justified may be undertaken, with consequent 
waste of Federal funds at the expense of the taxpayers. 

So, Mr. Chairman, my first recommendation to your subcommittee 
is to incorporate the “principle” of my bill and the amendment I 
have submitted in H.R. 7634 before it is reported to the Senate floor. 

I have emphasized the word “principle” because I am not positive 
that 30 percent is the correct level at which to set a minimum floor 
under local contribution for flood prevention works. Whether it 
should be 30 percent—or 20 or 40 percent—and whether local inter- 
ests should be required to pay all or part of operation and main- 
tenance costs are matters upon which differing opinions may be held. 

What I do urge is the necessity of establishing uniform standards 
of cost. sharing, under which all communities in need of flood protec- 
tion would be treated alike by their Federal Government. 

_ What T urge is an end to the shocking and outrageous discrim- 
inations which occur under existing law. 
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Mr. Chairman, I should now like to discuss the Connecticut projects 
which I request be included in the bill, and discuss cost-sharing prob- 
lems in relation to them. 

I turn first to the two hurricane flood protection projects for Stam- 
ford and Paweatuck, which were recommended as a result of studies 
conducted under the Hurricane Survey Act, Public Law 71, which, 
as a member of your subcommittee, I had the privilege of sponsoring 
on the Senate floor in the 84th Congress. I invite ‘attention to the 
Corps of Engineers’ recommendations that the local communities 
contribute 30 percent of the first costs of construction, and under- 
write the costs of maintenance and operation. 

And [ contrast this treatment of these two communities with the 
corps’ recommendations, in conformity with existing law, that all the 
large flood control dams and reservoirs in the bill be built, operated, 
and maintained ent irely at Federal expense. 

Now, I cannot understand why a distinction should be made be- 
tween flooding which results from fresh water and flooding caused by 
salt water. Both have resulted in loss of life and enormous damage 
to property in my State and other States. 

It may be said that projects to control hurricane floodwaters 
more closely resemble the inland local flood protection projects, for 
which the corps requires local contribution. If that be conceded, 
and there is something to be said for this point of view, why should 
a contribution of 30 percent. be required, when some communities 
have been provided local flood protection without expense to them? 

Or, to choose some examples from the tables furnished me by the 
Corps of Engineers, why should Stamford and Paweatuck pay 30 
percent, when Lampasaes, Tex., paid only 2 percent; Muscatine, Iowa, 
only 1 percent, and South St. Paul, Minn., only 5 percent for the local 
flood protection they have received ? 

Such discrimination defies reason, or at least it certainly appears 
to defy reason. 

I do not wish to be unreasonable, Mr. Chairman; consequently, 
I shall not request that the local contributions required of Stamford 
and Paweatuck be reduced to nothing, or to a percentage substantially 
below that which has been recommended. But I believe these com- 
munities should be called upon to pay no more than the national 
average of local contributions on local flood protection projects of 
the Corps of Engineers. ‘The average is 22 percent, according to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Accordingly, I submit amendments to H.R. 7634 to include the 
Stamford and Paweatuck projects, and to reduce the required local 
contributions to the national average of 22 percent. 

T now invite attention to the West Thompson Reservoir, and to the 
four dams proposed as additional flood protec‘ion for the lower 
Naugatuck Valley. 

In both instances, the Corps of Engineers, under the provisions of 
existing law, has recommended that the projects be constructed, op- 
erated, and maintained entirely at Federal expense. 

In the case of the West Thompson Reservoir, the Bureau of the 
Budget has included this project among 10 in the bill for which 
it recommends that authorizations be deferred until action has been 

taken upon the uniform cost-sharing provisions of S. 2060. The 
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Bureau has made a similar recommendation with respect to the four 
dams to supplement control of the lower Naugatuck. — 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment at this point upon the 
unfairness of existing cost-sharing provisions of Federal flood control 
law to communities in Connecticut and other States in which the 
nature of the terrain does not permit construction of huge dams and 
reservoirs such as are common in other areas of the Nation. 

Adequate flood control for States such as ours requires a complex 
of structures—a few dams and reservoirs for area protection, supple- 
mented by smaller dams and channel improvements which are classi- 
fied as local protection works, as are the leceue protection projects 
along the coast. The larger dams and reservoirs are built, operated, 
and maintained entirely at Federal expense. For the hurricane proj- 
ects and for the smaller dams and channel improvements, such as are 
made, for example, under the terms of the Bush-McCormack Act, 
local contributions are required. 

I can illustrate the incongruities which result by reference to the 
flood protection for the Naugatuck Valley which has been undertaken 
since the tragic floods of 1955. The key structure in the protective 
complex is the Thomaston Dam, now nearing completion, for which 
the Federal Government bears the entire expense. The city of Water- 
bury and other major population centers downstream from this dam 
pay nothing for the protection it will provide. Yet Torrington, a 
community which suffered heavily in the 1955 floods, must pay part of 
the cost of two dams and reservoirs, supplemented by channel im- 
provements, which are necessary for its protection. It was the same 
river, the Naugatuck, which flooded and inflicted grievous damage on 
both Waterbury and Torrington. Yet the accident of geography 
which placed Torrington upstream and Waterbury downstream of 
the best site for an area protective dam, results in discrimination 
between the two communities. This is clearly inequitable, and is only 
one example of the many injustices which result from the lack of 
uniformity in cost-sharing standards. 

So, in summary, Mr. Chairman, I urge the subcommittee to approve 
the Connecticut projects under either of these alternative courses of 
action : 

1. Incorporate a uniform cost-sharing principle in the bill; or 

2. Reduce the local cost-sharing requirement for the Stamford and 
Paweatuck hurricane protection projects to the national average of 
22 percent, and include the West Thompson and lower Naugatuck 
Dams under the terms of existing law. 

I should prefer the former. 

I thank the chairman for the courtesy of appearing. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator; we are glad to have had your 
testimony. 

(The statements and tabulations previously referred to follow:) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., July 29, 1959. 
Hon. Prescorr Busu, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR BusH: In response to Mr. Clarke’s letter of July 14, 1959, 
there are returned herewith the letters and tables submitted to you by the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture on July 8, 1959, and the Corps of Engineers on July 7, 1959, 
regarding flood control cost-sharing requirements. As requested, the percentages 
for each project have been computed and entered on the tables, 

We have several comments that may be of value to you in interpreting the 
material presented : 

1. The data by individual projects clearly point up the need for greater uni- 
formity in cost-sharing requirements. The present range in local level of non- 
Federal participation for individual projects is about the same for both agencies: 
0 to 67 percent for Corps of Engineers, 1 to 61 percent for Soil Conservation 
Service. 

2. The difference in average level of local cost sharing between the two agencies 
(14 percent for Soil Conservation Service, 22 percent for Corps of Engineers) 
reflects several factors: 

(a) A larger proportion of Army’s projects are in urban areas, where the 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required under present law to be 
furnished locally are more costly than in rural areas. 

(b) For a number of Army projects included in the table, drainage and 
flood control benefits have not been separated and costs allocated to these 
purposes. The Chief of Engineers in such cases has often recommended, and 
the Congress approved, a level of local cost sharing higher than comparable 
projects without drainage features. In all the Soil Conservation Service 
projects, costs allocated to drainage (of which local groups bear about 60 
percent) have been excluded from the data furnished. 

(c) In the case of projects where benefits occur from more productive use 
of land made possible by flood protection, the Chief of Engineers recommends 
that local interests bear 50 percent of the costs associated with these benefits, 
in accordance with the standards of Budget Circular A-47. On the other 
hand, the Department of Agriculture has interpreted the provision of Public 
Law 566 as prohibiting the collection of such payments from non-Federal 
groups. 

One of the main advantages of S. 2060 is that it would eliminate these, as well 
as other confusing and inequitable differences in the cost-sharing requirements of 
the legislative authorities under which the Federal agencies operate. 

8. The material supplied by the Corps of Engineers does not include large 
reservoirs, which are mostly multiple-purpose undertakings and produce power, 
navigation, and water supply benefits as well as flood control benefits. A major 
share of the flood protection benefits of large reservoirs are widely distributed 
over large areas. Special studies would be necessary to determine in these cases 
the appropriate portion of project costs that would be subject to the cost-sharing 
requirements on the part of groups receiving significant, ident fiable flood protec- 
tion benefits. Conversely, detailed studies might indicate the existence of a 
portion of widespread benefits in the case of some of the Department of Agricul- 
ture projects. 

4. The Corps of Engineers has excluded several separable features of the overall 
project, “Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries,” which would be 
covered under the terms of 8S. 2060. Little or no local financial participation has 
been required for these features. The watershed projects installed by the Soil 
Conservation Service under authority of the Flood Control Act of 1944, which are 
generally similar to those installed under authority of Public Law 566, would be 
covered under the terms of 8S. 2060. 

5. In General Itschner’s letter it is pointed out that in some cases under the 
terms of S. 2060 there would be a reduction of costs to local interests. Such cases 
would occur where a non-Federal cash payment has been required by the Congress 
(in addition to the usual requirement of lands, easements, and rights-of-way) and 
the total local share exceeds 30 percent of project costs. For these projects, the 
tables reflect a reduction equal to the cash payment so long as the local share does 
not drop below 30 percent. The provisions of S. 2060 would, however, permit the 
Chief of Engineers to recommend, where special circumstances dictate, the 
requirement of a local cash payment, even if the non-Federal share represented 
by lands, easements, and rights-of-way exceeds 30 percent. 

6. Reference is made in Assistant Secretary Peterson’s letter to cost sharing for 
treatment measures, which are excluded under the terms of 8. 2060. It should be 
pointed out that in the case of these measures, Federal payments under authorities 
other than Public Law 566 (such as the agricultural conservation program, the 


a 


- mre & 





7, 1959, 
centages 


ting the 


iter uni- 

of non- 
gencies: 
ervation 


agencies 
gineers) 


here the 
v to be 


age and 
to these 
led, and 
parable 

Service 
ibout 60 


‘tive use 
mmends 
benefits, 
ne other 
f Public 
‘Federal 


, as well 
nents of 


le large 
2 power, 
A major 
tributed 
se cases 
-Sharing 
| protec- 
ice of a 
Agricul- 


2 overall 
ould be 
tion has 
the Soil 
hich are 
vould be 


ider the 
ch cases 
Yongress 
ay) and 
ects, the 
are does 
rmit the 
ate, the 
resented 


tring for 
hould be 
thorities 
ram, the 


RCS. 


———— 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 509 


conservation reserve program, and State and private forestry cooperation) are 
counted as part of the local financial participation. The percentages of local cost 
sharing cited, therefore, are not comparable with the percentages computed for 
structural measures. 

The opportunity to furnish these comments is greatly appreciated. If we 
can be of further assistance, please inform us. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER B. STAATS, 
Deputy Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1959. 
Hon. Prescotr BusH, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR BusH: Reference is made to your letter of May 27, 1959, and 
an interim reply by General Person of May 29, 1959. You request tables showing 
the distribution of costs between the Federal Government and none-Federal 
interests on all flood-control or flood-prevention projects that have been author- 
jzed or recommended for authorization from January 1, 1954, to date, or which 
have been undertaken during that period under provisions of law which permit 
the initiation of projects without specific authorizations or appropriations. You 
also request additional tables to show distribution of costs on these projects if 
the changes in existing law proposed in S. 2060 had been in effect. 

Tables are enclosed showing the distribution of costs for all local protection 
projects authorized or recommended since January 1, 1954, as follows: 


Sheets 

Authorised by Ticod Control. Act 66 TOG a soi cnc cninciitncenecennnmtinn 3 

Authorised by Filoed Control Act Of 1906. <n siin cn reticence 2 
Authorized by Public Law 218 and Public Law 256, 84th Congress, 1st session, 

proposed. in T0508 Fi0ed Comte) Atha icc cis s cosa ee eekes 1 
Approved under authority of section 205 of 1948 Flood Control Act, as 

amended by Public Law 685, 84th Congress_____.__----_------_------.~. 1 

OORT a ii nce ses ce oe hn tT ec a i aaah eta 1 


It will be noted that the costs to local interests would generally be increased 
under the proposed law. In some instances, however, there would be reductions. 
These would occur where local interests have been required to make a cash 
contribution toward the construction cost, in addition to providing lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way, and the sum of these costs is in excess of 30 percent 
of the total cost. Where no cash contribution is required, but lands and rights- 
of-way alone are estimated to cost in excess of 30 percent of the project cost, 
local interests would be required to bear the full cost of that item, and there 
would be no change in the local cost. 

Reservoirs have been included in the list of local protection projects only 
where local interests are required under existing law to provide rights-of-way 
because the flood-control benefits from the reservoirs are primarily local. Large 
reservoirs have been omitted from the tables because the benefits from such 
projects are widely dispersed over large geographic areas and insufficient infor- 
mation was available to identify the beneficiaries. One project, the Saginaw 
River, Mich., included costs for preservation of fish and wildlife. Such costs 
were omitted and only costs allocated to flood control were considered. Some 
projects include flood control and drainage costs, e.g. the central and southern 
Florida project. One benefit from such projects is increased or higher use of 
the land, made possible by control of floods, improvement of drainage outlets, 
and control of water level for agricultural use. Information was not available 
to distribute the costs between flood control and drainage. ‘The table indicates 
that under the proposed S. 2060 the costs to local interests for the central and 
southern Florida project would be reduced, whereas it is believed that if the 
flood-control costs only were considered the local costs would be increased. 

The following table shows the allocation of costs to local interests in percent of 
total cost for those projects included in the table. 
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[Costs in million dollars] 





| 
Existing law Proposed S. 2060 








total cost total cost 
1054 Flood Control Act...................- 250.7 65.6 | 26 90.6 36 
Sy SN BEE. cee ccdnacsnnccnecetn 5.8 1.5 26 1.8 30 
1955, Public Law 256__--.-.-....---.---.-.. 131.0 7.9 | 6 39.3 30 
1958 Flood Control Act_......-----.----- 444.6 110.1 | 25 133.7 30 
1948, section 205 pasate ete 12.3 2.8 | 23 4.2 34 
1959, proposed etd eee 31.8 | 8.2 26 | 9.5 30 
wiepeceste a aa eee 
Total  selesaa det cee pedro 876. 2 196. 1 | 22 | 279.1 32 
| 








I hope that the above information is sufficient for your needs. If not, I will 
be-pleased to furnish additional information upon request. 
Sincerely, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, U.S. Army, Chief of Engineers. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., July 8, 1959. 
Hon. Prescorr BusH, 
US. Senate. 


DeEaR SENATOR BusuH: In response to your letter of May 27, 1959, we are pleased 
to provide information on the distribution of costs between the Federal Govern- 
ment and non-Federal interests on watershed protection and flood prevention 
projects carried out under the authority of Public Law 566, as amended. 

The enclosed table shows the distribution of costs for the purpose of flood 
prevention for all projects which have been authorized to receive Federal assist- 
ance between January 1, 1954, and June 1, 1959. In addition, it shows the 
changes in cost distribution that would result from the application of the 
provisions of the Uniform Cost-Sharing Act for Flood Control and Flood 
Prevention (S. 2060). 

In accordance with the definition of flood prevention contained in the pro- 
posed act, the costs shown in the enclosed table do not include the cost of land 
treatment measures nor the cost of structural measures allocated to purposes 
other than flood prevention including drainage. 

Data in the enclosed table show that, in accordance with the approved work 
plan, non-Federal interests will bear 13.8 percent of the installation cost of 
structural measures for the purposes of flood prevention in accordance with the 
requirements of Public Law 566, as amended. These include the cost of land, 
easements, and rights-of-way, including relocation and replacement of utilities 
and improvements, and the cost of administering contracts. The Federal Govern- 
ment is required by law to pay that part of the cost of construction, including 
engineering costs, of all structural measures applicable to flood prevention, 
The cost borne of non-Federal interests in approved projects ranges from about 
1 to 61 percent. 

Application of the Uniform Cost-Sharing Act to these watershed projects would 
have the effect of increasing the non-Federal cost on about 96 percent of the 
watershed projects. The non-Federal cost would then range from 30 to 61 
percent, with an average of 30.6 percent. 

While the foregoing information and tables are compiled in accordance with 
the specific provisions of S. 2060, we call your attention to two additional factors 
which are peculiar to watershed projects: 

1. In addition to structural measures for flood prevention, watershed projects 
include another kind of measure installed primarily for flood prevention. These 
are land treatment measures for flood prevention and are often installed in lieu 
of structural measures. Non-Federal interests have agreed to bear about 38 
percent of the cost of these measures in approved watershed projects and the 
Federal Government about 62 percent. 

2. As a condition for receiving Federal assistance in the installation of struc- 
tural measures, local organizations or landowners are required to install or to 
agree to install land treatment measures for the protection and improvement 
of watershed land. When the cost of land treatment measures are included 
in the cost distribution of watershed projects, the Federal cost from appropria- 
tions made under the authority of Public Law 566 is 56 percent and the cost 
from other sources is 44 percent of the total installation cost. ‘These percentages 
include small amounts for purposes other than flood prevention, such as irrigation 
and drainage. 

The cost of operation and maintenance, also required to be borne in full by 
local organizations, is not included in any of the data supplied in this letter. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this information. If additional infor- 
mation is desired, we shall appreciate being advised. 

Sincerely yours, 


EK. L. PETERSON, Assistant Secretary. 
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(H.R. 7634, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMENDMENT 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Bush to the bill (H.R. 7634) authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes, viz: On page 
10, between lines 15 and 16, insert the following : 


STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT 


The project for hurricane-flood protection at Stamford, Connecticut, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 210, Eighty-sixth Congress, at an 
estimated Federal cost of $3,476,000, and at an estimated Federal cost of mainte- 
nance and operation of $31,000 annually: Provided, That in lieu of the local 
cooperation recommended by the Chief of Engineers, local interests (a) provide 
without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way neces- 
sary for the construction of the project; (b) accomplish without cost to the 
United States all modifications to the existing storm drainage system, sanitary 
sewer facilities required to prevent the entry of tidal floodwaters, and all 
changes, alterations, and additions to or relocations of any buildings and _ utili- 
ties made necessary by the construction of the project; (c) bear 22 per centum 
of the total first cost of the project, a sum presently estimated at $1,230,000 to 
consist of the items listed in (a) and (b) above and a cash contribution now 
estimated at $960,000, the cash to be paid in a lump sum prior to commencement 
of construction, or at their option in annual amounts equal to the proportion 
of the annual Federal appropriations for construction of the project and the 
final allocation of cost to be made after actual costs and values have been deter- 
mined; (d) contribute in cash, in lieu of the cost of annual maintenance and 
operation of the tidal portion of the East Branch barrier, an amount presently 
estimated at $880,000, the cash to be paid in a lump sum prior to commencement of 
construction: (e) maintain and operate all the works after completion, with 
the exception of the tidal portion of the East Branch barrier and aids to naviga- 
tion, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; 
and (f) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construe- 
tion works and the operation thereof. 


PAWCATUCK, CONNECTICUT 


The project for hurricane-flood protection at Paweatuck, Connecticut, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 212, Eighty-sixth Congress, at an 
estimated Federal cost of $456,000: Provided, That in lieu of the local coopera- 
tion recommended by the Chief of Engineers, local interests (a) provide without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction of the project; (b) accomplish without cost to the United States 
all alterations and relocations of buildings, streets, storm drains, and utilities 
made necessary by reason of the construction; (¢) bear 22 per centum of the 
total first cost, a sum presently estimated at $129,000 to consist of the items 
listed in (a) and (b) above and a cash contribution now estimated at $39,000, 
the cash to be paid in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction and 
the final allocation of cost to be made after actual costs and values have been 
determined; (d) hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction works; and (e) operate and maintain all the works after comple- 
tion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 


[H.R.7634, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AMENDMENTS 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Bush to the bill (H.R. 7634) authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and har- 
bors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes, viz: On page 15, 
between lines 10 and 11, insert a new section as follows: 

Sec. 205. (a) It is the intent of Congress that non-Federal entities cooperating 
with the Federal Government in projects providing benefits from flood control or 





to 





e con- 
‘Ss and 
1 page 


hereby 
Chief 
at an 
ininte- 
» local 
rovide 
neces- 
to the 
nitary 
nd all 
utili- 
entum 
O00 to 
n now 
ement 
ortion 
1d the 
deter- 
‘e and 
sently 
ent of 
, with 
aviga- 
Army; 
istrue- 


lereby 
Chief 
at an 
opera- 
ithout 
ry for 
States 
‘ilities 
of the 
items 
39,000, 
nm and 
» been 
lue to 
ymple- 
‘my. 


ie con- 
d har- 
ge 15, 


rating 
trol or 


a RR 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 533 


flood prevention shall receive uniform and equitable Federal assistance, and that 
to this end it is the purpose of this section to establish a cost-sharing policy ap- 
plicable to projects which produce flood control or flood prevention benefits. 

(b) For the purposes of this section— 

(1) The term “flood control or flood prevention benefits” shall include but not 
be limited to (A) reductions in damages or losses from streamflows that exceed 
the capacity of the channel within which the flow of a stream is normally con- 
fined or from abnormally high levels of lakes and coastal waters caused by hurri- 
cane and other major storms; (B) reductions in sediment and erosion damages 
eaused by flood runoff; and (C) increases in net return resulting from changed 
or more intensive use of flood plain property made possible by reduction of flood 
risks, but such term shall not include increases in net return resulting from any 
change in the average moisture content of the soil, over the growing season, at- 
tributable to improved drainage or irrigation. 

(2) The term “project” shall mean any separable engineering work or system of 
closely related engineering works of improvement for flood prevention except 
land treatment measures, which produce flood control or flood prevention benefits, 
which are constructed pursuant to the Flood Control Act of March 1, 1917 (33 
U.S.C. 703-704), the Flood Control Act of May 15, 1928 (33 U.S.C. 702), the Flood 
Control Act of June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701), and the Reclamation Act of June 17, 
1902 (43 U.S.C. 391), and Acts amendatory or supplementary to said Acts; and 
such works constructed with Federal financial assistance furnished under the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of August 4, 1954, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 1001-1007), and the Small Reclamation Projects Act of August 6, 1956, 
as amended (43 U.S.C. 422a—422k), and such part of the works represented by 
the cost allocated to the production of flood control or flood prevention benefits of 
any multiple-purpose project undertaken pursuant to the Acts cited above shall be 
considered a project. 

(3) The term “non-Federal entity” shall mean a State or any public entity 
created under State law or interstate compact, or any private entity, having 
authority to cooperate with the Federal Government in the planning, installa- 
tion, and maintenance and operation of a project. 

(4) The term “responsible Federal official” shall mean an official of the 
Federal Government authorized to carry out the provisions of the acts cited 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection or acts supplementary or amendatory thereto. 

(5) The term “first cost” shall mean all monetary outlays made and the value 
of goods and services contributed or provided by various interests for the 
planning, design, and project construction, including contract work, materials 
and supplies, labor, and use of equipment; acquisition of lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and water rights; relocation of facilities and settlement of damage 
claims; interest during construction: protection of public health; replacement 
of or prevention of damages to recreation and fish and wildlife resources; and 
prevention of loss of or damages to mineral resources and scenic, archeological, 
historical, and associated values; but such term shall not inclure the cost of 
investigations, surveys, and planning undertaken prior to authorization of the 
project or investigations and surveys financed by appropriations to Federal 
agencies other than the agency responsible for the project or having primary 
responsibility for furnishing Federal financial assistance for the construction of 
the project. 

(c) On and after the effective date of this section, no Federal agency shall 
incur any obligation for first cost except planning, design, and acquisition of 
water rights for a project or provide financial assistance for a project unless a 
State or, at the discretion of the responsible Federal official, one or more other 
non-Federal entities shall have entered, in advance, into an agreement satis- 
factory to said responsible Federal official to fulfill the requirements for operation 
and maintenance under subsection (d) of this section and to assume at least 
30 per centum of the first cost of the completed project allocated to the produc- 
tion of flood control or flood prevention benefits, payable as construction proceeds 
or pursuant to a contract providing for repayment with interest within 50 years, 
except that (1) the actual cost or fair market value, as determined or ap- 
proved by the responsible Federal official, of such lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
and work performed or services rendered prior to completion of construction of 
the project which are furnished, or required by law to be furnished, by a non- 
Federal entity shall be included in the share of the first cost to be borne by 
the non-Federal entity, and (2) where a project provides flood control or 
flood prevention benefits that are widely dispersed over a large geographic area, 
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non-Federal entities shall be required to bear at least 30 per centum of the share 
of the first cost attributable only to significant flood control or flood prevention 
benefits which accrue to identifiable groups of beneficiaries. In the event that 
non-Federal entities other than a State do not enter into the agreements required 
by this subsection, no obligation may be incurred for first costs except planning, 
design, and acquisition of water rights unless a State shall enter into such 
contractual arrangements with the responsible Federal official. 

(da) The operation and maintenance of any project coming within the purview 
of this section shall be the responsibility of the non-Federal entity or entities 
bearing the non-Federal share of the first cost thereof under the provisions of 
subsection (c) of this section, or of any group of beneficiaries that the respon- 
sible Federal official deems appropriate in accordance with existing statutory 
requirements except that (1) the flood control beneficiaries shall bear, in any 
case, their share of the costs of operation and maintenance, and (2) if the re- 
sponsible Federal official finds that operation and maintenance of any such 
project by the Federal Government would be in the public interest, such official 
may arrange for operation and maintenance by the Federal Government if such 
non-Federal entity or entities agree to bear the cost thereof. Where a project 
provides flood control or flood prevention benefits that are widely dispersed over 
a large geographic area, the non-Federal entity or entities shall bear that portion 
of the costs of operation and maintenance which the responsible Federal official 
determines to be equitable on the basis of the proportion of flood control or flood 
prevention benefits accruing to such non-Federal entities in relation to the 
total flood control or flood prevention benefits produced by the project. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not be construed to modify any 
provisions of existing laws except the cost-sharing provisions thereof, nor to 
apply to any existing project or to any project determined by the responsible 
Federal official to be under contract or construction as of the effective date of 
this section, except that the duties, responsibilities, and financial obligations 
of non Federal entities under the cost-sharing provisions of existing laws shall 
not be diminished by the provisions of this section. 

(f) This section may be cited as the “Uniform Cost-Sharing Act for Flood 
Control and Flood Prevention”. 

On page 15, line 11, strike out “Src. 205” and insert in lieu thereof “Src. 206”. 


Senator Kerr. I believe the Senator was on the committee when the 
original hurricane prevention projects were authorized. 

Senator Busn. I introduced it, the survey. 

Senator Kerr. I do not recall that the ones that were authorized 
were in Connecticut; they were in Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 
I do not believe they were authored by the Senator. 

Senator Busn. The Senator is correct. I introduced the hurricane 
survey bill. 

Senator Kerr. Correct. 

Senator Busu. And the other ones followed that. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the Thomaston Dam which the Senator re- 
ferred to was authorized in 1944? 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. When the uniform provisions in authorizations 
called for complete payment for flood control projects by the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. That was the general policy. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I believe the Senator will recall that in an authoriza- 
tion bill—I believe it was in 1956—we had some projects in Con- 
necticut. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And it was the position of the Senator from Okla- 
homa at that time that the entire cost of the flood-control provisions 
should be borne by the Federal Government because that had been 
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the policy throughout all of the record of flood-control construction 
and development by the Federal Government. 

Senator Busu. I recall very well that that was the Senator’s posi- 
tion at that time, and I appreciated it very much. It was my posi- 
tion, too. 

Senator Kerr. Do you recall that act in 1956 was vetoed? 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. I think we finally passed the authorization for those 
projects in a bill which was not vetoed, in 1958. 

Senator Busu. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to the Senator from Connecticut that 
I could not be in any more complete agreement with anybody than I 
am with him when he takes the position that the policy should be 
uniform. 

My position on that question has never changed from the time I got 
here until this good hour, and it has not changed now. 

But the Senator is aware of the fact that there has been a consider- 
able effort made by some members of the Congress and by the Budget 
Bureau to change that policy, and in conformity with that pressure, 
certain projects have been authorized with a different provision in the 
authorizing legislation. 

So far as I am concerned, it was done over my opposition, and so far 
as I am concerned, any time one is put in as legislation in the future 
in similar manner will be over my opposition. 

But my position is not binding on the committee, nor the Senate, nor 
the Congress, nor the Budget Bureau. 

Senator Busu. Well, I venture to say the Senator knows more about 
this subject of water than anybody in the Senate. If there is anyone 
who knows more about it than he, I do not know who it is and, there- 
fore, I would present my views this afternoon to his merciful consid- 
eration. 

Senator Kerr. Well, as far as I am concerned I would favor the 
development of hurricane provision projects which are calculated to 
be of general benefit on the same formula as flood-control projects, 
which are primarily for the general welfare and general public benefit. 

Now, when we have a flood-control project that is limited to a cer- 
tain area where the benefits are generally limited to that area, where 
they are definable, I think that an equitable formula of cost sharing 
by the local beneficiaries and the Federal Government is entirely 
equitable, and I have tried to work it out on the basis as nearly in 
conformity with that principle as possible. 

But in the development of navigation projects which are for the 
general public, for flood-control projects primarily for the general 
public, for hurricane prevention projects primarily for the general 
public, I think it is discrimination to put into some of them a different 
formula for paying the costs than is carried in most of them, and 
that have been carried in them all through the years that we have had 
these programs. 

But the Senator is quite familiar with the efforts that have been 
made to change that policy, and I do not know what the outcome is 
going to be. Time alone will tell, but so far as I am concerned, my 
position will continue to be in support of Federal payment of the 
oe entirely of those projects which are primarily for the general 
public. 
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But I appreciate the Senator’s position. I know he has espoused 
it with ability and sincerity, and the amendments which he has 
offered here will be presented to the committee when it goes into 
session to mark up this bill. 

There is no man in the Senate for wlom the whole group of men 
on this committee have higher regard and respect than the Senator 
from Connecticut, and his amendments will be bt ‘ought to the attention 
of the committee. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I could not 
ask for more friendly statements or more frank statements than those, 
and I appreciate the courtesy of the committee. 

Senator Kerr. We will now hear from Congressman Donald J. Ir- 
win with reference to the Connecticut projects. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD J. IRWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Irwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am accompanied by five 
gentlemen down here today from Stamford, Conn. 

In the interest of hurrying your proceedings along here, they have 
agreed not to testify personally, I would like to introduce their 
statements, and I know they appreciate—— 

Senator Kerr. Will you identify them. 

Mr. Irwin. Yes, sir; I will. 

On my right is Mr. Dean Brossman who represents the Stamford- 
Greenwich M: anagement Council; he is the executive vice president. 

On my left I have Norman Gluss, who represents the Honorable 
Walter J. Kennedy, mayor of Stamford, and he is the finance com- 
missioner. 

Senator Kerr. I am happy to have them here, and I will say to you 
that they have a place on the list, and they may testify if they wish to. 

Mr. Irwin. They have consented in the interest of the committee’s 
work not to actually testify. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have their statements in the 
record, and we are very much interested in them. 

Mr. Irwin. They appreciate your kindness, sir. 

I also have with me here Mr. Edward J. Bankowski who represents 
Mr. Alfred Kanzler; and Mr. Gilbert Brooks, who is presenting a 
statement in behalf of Pitney-Bowes, Inc. ; and IT also have a state- 
ment in behalf of Mr. Frank Winski of the South End Improvement 
Association of Stamford. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman. 

Mr. Irwin. Mr. Chairm: mn, I am testifying on behalf of a hurricane 
control project for the city of Stamford on which you heard Senator 
Bush. 

This is a matter of tremendous importance to the city of Stamford, 
which is one of the real great resources of my district, and if I may 
say so, of the Nation. 

Tt is an area with many electronic businesses in it, people of great 
skills and talents, and also plants which are a very real resource 
of our Nation. 

Senator Kerr. I would say to the Congressman that I have been 
there, I have seen your city, and it is very impressive, and I could 
well understand your feeling about it. 
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Mr. Irwin. Thank you. ; 

I have been convinced and long have been, of the urgent necessity 
of the project. I am confident that the statements of the witnesses 
whom f ripened will draw a real reason for this committee approv- 
ing this project. 

1 would like to summarize briefly the important points to be con- 
sidered by the committee concerning this project. 

The area involved is the most heavily industrialized section of 


Stamford. 
> “7° Y 

There are thousands of families from Stamford and surrounding 

communities who earn their living in this particular area. Hundreds 


of them live there. 

Some $50 million worth of new construction is planned here and is, 
to some extent, contingent on the approval of this project. The value 
of what is already there is about $75 million. 

I am aware that you have reports and you will have the statements, 
and 1 hope that you will be able to give it your consideration, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Fine, Congressman. I believe the reports are all in 
on your projects. 

Mr. Irwin. They are, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And they are favorable, and my judgment is that 
the committee is favorable. 

Mr. Irwin. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

(The prepared statement of Congressman Irwin together with the 
other statements relating to the Stamford project follow :) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. DoNALD J. IRWIN OF CONNECTICUT BEFORE THE SENATE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ContTROL (Rivers AND HaArsors), H.R. 7634 anv 5S. 
1902, Aprin 25, 1960, U.S. SENATE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Chairman, since my election to Congress one of the projects upon which 
I’ve spent the most time because it is of such vital importance to my district has 
been the Stamford, Conn., hurricane control porject. 

I would gladly spend even more time on this project if it would help convince 
this committee and the Congress of the urgency attached to it. 

You have heard or will hear during this hearing from the men of Stamford 
closest to the problem, the public officials responsible for the growth, the ex- 
pansion, the development of one of the most important communities in this 
country, Stamford, Conn. 

You will hear from these men why approval of the hurricane protection proj- 
ect is essential to keeping industry in the community. You will hear from them 
the story of the destruction wrought upon the community by past floods. 

I am convinced and long have been of the urgent necessity of this project. I 
am confident that the capable witnesses from the city of Stamford itself can 
draw for you quite clearly reasons why this committee also should be con- 
vinced. 

Just let me summarize briefly the important points to be considered by the 
committee concerning this project : 

(1) The area involved is the most heavily industrialized section of Stamford. 

(2) Thousands of families from Stamford and many surrounding communities 
earn their living inthe area. Hundreds live there. 

(3) Some $50 million of new construction is planned for the area involved 
and toa lurge extent is contingent upon its approval. 

There are, of course, many other factors to be considered in connection with 
this project, among them, certainly, the threat to human life posed by possible 
new hurricanes and flooding. 
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Past tosses have been tremendous to property and to industry. Future losses, 
without the approval and construction of the project, would be even greater. 

The future development of an important American city hinges on this hurricane 
protection project and I earnestly recommend this committee’s favorable action 
in considering it. 


Ciry oF STAMFORD, CONN., 
URBAN REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
April 21, 1960. 
Re Hurricane protection for the city of Stamford. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KERR AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: The Urban Redevelop- 
ment Commission of the City of Stamford is actively engaged in planning an 
urban renewal and redevelopment project, known as the southeast quadrant, in 
the heart of the central business district of Stamford. This renewal project, em- 
bracing 66 acres of the highest tax potential land in the city, is now in the 
planning stage under Federal advance and some $6 million for capital grant has 
been reserved by the Housing and Home Finance Agency (Conn UR 43). 

A part of the 66 acre renewal project is subject to inundation as a result of 
hurricane and tidal flooding, as are other areas of the central business district. 
The urban renewal plan now in preparation indicates some $50 million of new 
construction to be erected within the renewal project area. The hurricane and 
flood protection project now being considered by your committee will be of great 
financial value to this renewal project and will permit the best utilization of land 
in the project area. 

The Urban Redevelopment Commission of the City of Stamford therefore urges 
that this hurricane and flood protection project be approved as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Dr. E. B. ALLEN, Chairman. 


City OF STAMFORD, CONN., April 22, 1960 
Re Hurricane protection for the city of Stamford. 


Hon. Rosert S. KErr, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KERR AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: I come here as com- 
missioner of finance of the city of Stamford and as a representative of J. Walter 
Kennedy, mayor of Stamford, to convey to you the thoughts of the administration 
of the city concerning the vitally needed flood control project. 

It is apparent, based on reports submitted to you by the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers and the statements being submitted by the various official and unofficial 
agencies of the city of Stamford, that the city is subject to constant flooding in 
its southern areas which are primarily industrial and includes the central 
business district. Such flooding has caused severe economic loss and hardship 
over an extended period of time. Stamford depends upon its industry to main- 
tain a strong and virile tax base for an expanding community and the services 
it requires. However, as a result of the constant inundation we are faced with 
the potential loss of industrial plants, as well as great difficulty in attracting 
new industry so essential to orderly and balanced economic development. The 
area being flooded is the only area remaining in the city which is suitable for 
industry and industrial expansion. It is therefore a matter of vital economic 
necessity that these areas be put to a proper continuing use. The economic bene- 
fits to be derived therefrom will far outweigh the costs to be incurred. The 
present administration of the city is anxious to commence fiscal and other opera- 
tions to birng this project to completion so that our economic development, along 
with its further extensive benefits, will not be impeded or severely impaired. The 
project has the support of the entire leadership of the city of Stamford, regardless 
of political persuasion. 

Respectfully submitted. 
NorMAN GLuss, Commissioner of Finance. 
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STATEMENT FoR SENATE PusLic WorKS COMMITTEE HEARING ON HURRICANE PRO- 
TECTION Progect FOR STAMFORD, CONN. 


My name is Dean Brossman. I am executive vice president of the Stamford- 
Greenwich Management Council, an association of industrial, research and engi- 
neering concerns which employ approximately 80 percent of the industrial and 
technical employees in the Stamford-Greenwich area. 

Since 1954 the management council has been active in efforts toward achieving 
hurricane protection. We have worked continuously with the Army Corps of 
Engineers, our Congressmen and Senators and our city officials to obtain per- 
manent protective works. I have served as chairman of a mayor’s advisory 
subcommittee on hurricane protection. The management council has a com- 
mittee concerned with this subject, which has represented the council at two 
local hearings. Four surveys have been made by the council to gather data and 
opinions from industries and about business in the hurricane flood-damage area, 
and about damages sustained from hurricane floodwater, costs of both tem- 
porary and permanent protective measures, ete. 

On March 9, 1960, the fourth of these surveys was started. Most of the data 
was gathered through direct discussions. Data from this survey is shown below. 
It covers industries and laboratories, but does not include retail and com- 
mercial firms. The area covered is within the “Contour 16” line of the Army 
Engineers, or the so-called south end of Stamford. 


Companies covered in survey, March—April, 1960: 





Using data quoted by company executives_____-..-___-------...------- 43 
RSI GHERINIRDOG TION ose co ace cece cnnicicumsiqicnedanwacacen diem 56 
ON a5 ciccchientoumee aaa sinha vain hebben aaa 99 


(Note.—The 43 companies account for from 90 to 95 percent of the employ- 
ment, production, etc., shown below. ) 


Data for the 99 companies: 


TNT na oes anette cpaqrinsh arp ecmapniuain ates 5, 817 
PCONS TRI, oe een eign aemamwanencn $656, 000 
Plant building area in square feet, total___.______-_--------~-- 2, 740, 000 
Plant building area ground floor and basement, only__-_------- 1, 875, 000 
SARIS COE, URN sasaki came ar aanias eoeeuenlneadabacnap acetal $42, 000, 000 
SEU UO CE COG ii ii a cased ise cnn peonenananenabretatnemas $12, 300, 000 
New building costs since survey of August 1957__------------- $8, 730, 000 
New equipment costs since survey of August 1957__----_------ $2, 980, 000 
Dollars volume of weekly production (sales) .-----.-------~- $2, 300, 000 


Possible damage due to hurricane flooding such as sustained in 1950 and 
1954 (for 99 companies) : 


SOD EIN TPN iit epi niclinep nih bhaaiaeee tea emia $2, 600, 000 
TO 1 VetOiGn GE WEROTIN ssid cca dcnteesenen $2, 450, 000 
To: DuliGiees: BE Ca science nmuteniommnamnme $2, 250, 000 
Wr Renn Tah RROE POR TS SOI cecteraincniadtcamimmaal 90 
Tie, Tepes TRIGA I ii sain lance chitin ws kd cicero asin aia ined i $3, 800, 000 
Bei. Te: SiG ONE CS iain creeds cct riiicnneiieieenhninceete $717, 000 
To employees’ property (mostly autos) ....--.-.--.----.---- $1, 862, 000 


Summing up these figures we get the following estimated damage and losses 
which would be suffered in the event of a severe hurricane: 


Damage to production, materials, buildings, and equipment_____--~- $7, 300, 000 
ON CRONIN WI nih ns cnet ndeneiebecera Aaencnaaaeinda asc pa aieadl 3, 800, 000 
COUN: OR sain chcnciaiinnmnptemnaninmminiaianmmiiiet 11, 100, 000 
Teh SeRAAONENS GUE: GUNNING OID 5 ci. ca sna abs uissenu ain iain eae ee 717, 000 
RRUDIOVGRS BIOGORES TOUR, 5.0 ind amsatnancian bad panama aad 1, 862, 000 
UE EE. IN isiictisi ences ict nearness ili 2, 579, 000 
UIE BONAIIOI acini gl tll cee ls cig ecic dagcld 13, 679, 000 


It should be noted that in this area there is a newly opened discount-store-type 
department store, occupying 100,000 square feet of ground floor area, also 
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various retail, commercial, service, distribution, and sales operations that would 
ph damage and losses equivalent to about 3 percent of the amounts noted 
above. 

Adding the 3 percent mentioned above, the total business and employee 
ee could approximate more than $14 million in the event of severe hurricane 

ooding. 

It should be noted that these figures do not include any dollar amounts for pos- 
sible losses at the Hartford Electric Light Co.’s 64,000-kilowatt generating 
plant, gas plant, gas holders, and other plant and equipment. 

These figures bear out data gathered in the earlier surveys mentioned. The 
Army Engineers estimated $11 million total damages compared to the $14 million 
above. Our survey of August 1957 showed employment of 4,359 compared to 
5,817 in 1960; products subject to water damage valued at $6,145,000 compared 
to $7,300,000 in 1960, and value of production $54,859,000 in 1957 compared to 
$119,600,000 in 1960 figured on sales prices. Note that the 1957 survey showed 
“value of production” while 1960 figures show selling prices which would be 
roughly twice the value of production. Nineteen hundred and sixty figures 
indicate growth in area business and are consistent with figures from earlier 
surveys. 

Additional cost and intangible factors to consider would include: 

1. Damage to residential and personal property. (This area covers about 
300 acres and is quite densely populated. ) 

2. Five companies, at least, in this area are doing important research, develop- 
ment, engineering, and production on missile projects. 

3. Federal, State, and local tax losses. 

4. Costs to the city for repairs, cleaning up, relief, ete. 

5. Statements by at least seven companies that they will seek other loca- 
tions if hurricane flood protection is not provided. 

6. Overwhelming approval of the proposed plan by executives of industries 
and general approval by Stamford residents. 

On behalf of the Stamford-Greenwich Management Council, its officers, 
directors, and members, may we urge that adequate funds be appropriated by 
the Government to undertake hurricane flood protection for Stamford. The 
longer it is delayed, the greater are the potential losses and greater costs of 
construction. 

We thank the members of this committee, our Senators and Congressmen 
for their interest in the hurricane problems of the city of Stamford, Conn. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DEAN BROSSMAN. 


STAMFORD-GREENWICH MANAGEMENT COUNCIL, 
Stamford, Conn., April 26, 1960. 
Senator Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, Washingon, D.C. 

My Dear Senator Kerr: Thank you very much for your interest in the 
hurricane protection project for Stamford, Conn., and for your attention to the 
statement presented verbally by Congressman Donald Irwin and those state- 
ments presented in writing by the various people from Stamford who appeared 
at the hearing on Monday, April 25. 

We thought that you might be interested in the enclosed newspaper clipping 
which gives a very excellent objective summary of the statements prepared 
by the city of Stamford, the Stamford-Greenwich Management Council and 
others. 

Not only is this newspaper coverage objective, but it summarizes and points 
up the views of those concerned with hurricane protection and conditions which 
the south end of the city faces in the event of hurricane flooding. 

We would appreciate it very much if you would add the enclosed newspaper 
article to the testimony presented on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN BROSSMAN, 
E.wecutive Vice President. 
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[From the Stamford Advocate, Apr. 25, 1960] 
Busy Urces Birt REVISION ON FLOOD PROJECTS Costs 


A proposal that would save the city some $360,000, in its share of the cost of 
the south end flood control project, was presented to the Senate Public Works 
Committee today by Senator Prescott S. Bush. 

Senator Bush urged the committee to amend current legislation, as part of 
a pending bill authorizing the Stamford project and a number of others, to 
end what President Kisenhower has termed “intolerable” discrimination in 
the cost-sharing standards for such projects. 


ASK APPROVAL 


The Senator’s statement was one of eight presented to the committee on be- 
half of south end project. Others urging approval of the project included 
Finance Commissioner Norman Gluss, representing Mayor J. Walter Kennedy ; 
Edward Bankowski for Alfred G. Kanzler, chairman of the Flood and Erosion 
Control Board; Dominic G. Del Guidice, for Walter H. Wheeler Jr., chairman 
of the Citizens’ Action Council. 

Also, Dean Brossman for the Stamford-Greenwich Management Council; the 
Chamber of Commerce and the Retail Merchants Council; Louis Greenbaum, 
as a vice president of the New England Rivers and Harbors Congress; and W. 
Gilbert Brooks for Harry Nordbert, president of Pitney-Bowes Ine. 


STAMFORD PROJECT 


The committee hearing is on the question of whether Congress shall approve 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ proposal for the $5,586,000 south end pro- 
ject, of which the Federal Government would pay $3,030,000 and Stamford 
would pay $2,556,000 under present plans. Congressional approval would not, 
however, provide the Federal funds, which would still have to be appropriated. 

In his testimony, Mr. Brossman revealed that seven companies, at least, in 
the south end, have stated “they will seek other locations if hurricane flood 
protection is not provided.” 

FUTURE GROWTH 


This was the most dramatic of many statements emphasizing the importance 
of the project to the preservation of Stamford’s industrial area, and the future 
growth of that segment of the city’s tax base. Also stressed was the threat to 
hundreds of homes and small commercial establishments in the area. 

One severe hurrican could cause more than $14 million in damages to some 
100 business and industrial plants in the area and to their employees, accord- 
ing to Mr. Brossman. The total value of the south end area alone is some $100 
million, and the proposed southeast quadrant redevelopment project will add an- 
other $50 million or more to the threatened area, speakers stated. 


HIGH RATIO 


Senator Bush noted that the Stamford project has an unusually high benefit- 
to-cost ratio of three to two, according to the Army Engineers, which he said, 
makes it “economically justified.” 

Along this line, Commissioner Gluss said “the economic benefits to be de- 
rived” from the project “will far outweigh the costs to be incurred.” Mr. Green- 
baum’s statement, delivered by Senator Bush, said. “This proposed protection 
project is one of the types of projects which it is entirely proper for the Fed- 
eral Government to support, and one which will be self-liquidating in an ex- 
tremely short period of time by virtue of the improved tax return on all levels 
in Stamford and its surrounding region.” 


TAX REVENUE 


The chamber of commerce and the merchants’ council statement, also de- 
livered by Senator Bush, said, “We are confident that upon completion of the 
proposed protection project the tax returns on local, State and national levels 
from the protected areas will, in a short time, not only repay the investment, 
but will start thereafter to yield a most substantial profit.” 
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Under the Army Engineers’ proposal, Stamford’s share would be 30 percent 
of the cost of construction, equal to $1,406,000 under present estimates, plus 
50 years’ maintenance costs which will be $880,000 if paid in advance or $1,- 
550,000 if paid annually. 

This 1s the level of local participation recommended by President Eisenhower 
in this year’s budget message, but according to Senator Bush the present average 
level, nationwide, is only 22 percent. 


OFFERS PROPOSAL 


Therefore, he asked the Senate committee either to establish, through the 
current bill, a uniform cost-sharing principle, or to reduce Stamford’s share 
to the national average of 22 percent. He said he preferred the uniform prin- 
ciple proposal, which would probably mean no saving to Stamford. 

However, if his alternate proposal is adopted, it would cut Stamford’s base 
share by almost 27 percent, or $354,900. It would not reduce the cost to Stam- 
ford of maintenance. 

Senator Bush also spoke on other Connecticut projects. 

The Greenwich Senator said that local participation in such projects varies 
from zero to 67 percent, which he called “shocking and outrageous discrimina- 
tions.” He cited various “evils which flood from the illogical and inconsistent 
cost-sharing requirements under existing Federal laws.” 


ANNUAL DAMAGE 


Mr. Bankowski, a member of the local flood control commission, speaking for 
Chairman Kanzler, said that the “average annual damage from tidal flooding” 
in the south end over the past 20 years in $375,000. 

“Since 1770 the area has experienced 58 hurricanes. Of these, 27 were merely 
a threat (other speakers told of the ‘scare costs’ resulting from such threats). 
17 caused wind and rainfall damage, and 14 caused tidal-flood damage. In 
addition to hurricanes, storm ties have caused flooding on at least 21 occasions 
since 1938,” Mr. Bankowski said. 

ECONOMY KEY 


He emphasized that Stamford is growing and that “manufacturing is the 
keystone of Stamford’s economy. 

“About 230 manufacturing plants are located in the city. The majority of 
these plants are located in the affected area. Approximately 30 percent of the 
total labor force of the city is employed by the industries located in the area 
subject to floods. 

“It is estimated that any shutdown due to flood damage would cause a payroll 
loss of approximately a million dollars a week, resulting in a loss to the Gov- 
ernment in taxes upon income. The loss of this payroll would be a substantial 
blow to the employees and to the economy of the city of Stamford.” 


REPAIR COSTS 


“There would be an additional loss to the Federal Government as the cost 
of repairing flood damage to residential and industrial property would be re- 
flected in the individual tax returns of the residents of the area as well as the 
corporate returns of the industrial plants. 

“There is a shortage of industrial space in the city. However, in the affected 
area there is much space that can be made available for industrial purposes. 
Unfortunately, until such time as this flood protection plan is completed, there 
is no great interest to those searching for industrial sites in this area.” 


PROPERTY DAMAGE 


“Aside from the great losses suffered by industry, over 450 residential prop- 
erties have been damaged by flooding in the area to be protected by this project. 
There are more than 100 commercial establishments that have suffered great 
damage due to the floods,’ Mr. Bankowski said. He and others also stressed 
the importance of protecting the Hartford Electric Light Co. generating sta- 
tion in the south end from flooding. 

On the question of potential losses, Mr. Brossman said the area covers about 
300 acres and “is quite densely populated,” and that “five companies, at least, in 
this area are doing important research, development, engineering, and produc 
tion on missile products.” 
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CLOSE QUESTION 


Mr. Brossman did not identify the seven companies who had stated they 
would look elsewhere if the flood protection is not provided, but Mr. Nordberg 
revealed that “it was a close question whether or not we (Pitney-Bowes) should 
relocate or go elsewhere. Had we decided to locate elsewhere, we should have 
had to move out of Stamford,” he said. 

Mr. Wheeler’s statement on behalf of CAC, said the south end “is the most 
heavily industrialized section of Stamford. Thousands of families from Stam- 
ford and many surrounding communities earn their living in the area. Hun- 
dreds of families live there. The importance of the south end to all Stamford, 
economically and socially, would be hard to exaggerate.” 


AID TO QUADRANT 


He pointed up the fact that the southeast quadrant redevelopment project, as 
well as the south end “would also receive needed protection.” Part of the quad- 
rant is subject to flooding, he said, and the flood control project would prevent 
this. 

The CAC “believes the project will benefit the entire Stamford area, and 
hopes very much the committee will give it favorable consideration,” Mr. Wheeler 
said, through Mr. DelGuidice, the council’s executive director. 

The chamber of commerce and merchants’ council statement also referred to 
the relation of the project to the redevelopment of the quadrant, and its value 
to “the areas immediately adjacent to this project which comprise an additional 
area several times the size of the southeast quadrant.” 


CITE SUPPORT 


The two groups also said “this project had the endorsement of the previous 
Republican administration (in Stamford) which actively supported it, and the 
present Democratic administration which equally actively supports it. 

“We feel confident that because of the complete agreement of all segments 
of Stamford’s population that this project is necessary, that the city of Stam- 
ford will move with great dispatch to provide whatever is required of the city 
of Stamford in order to complete this project,” they said. 

So far, Stamford has appropriated none of its share of the cost, and has made 
no provision for it in the 1960-61 budget. 

“The groups that we represent are convinced that the future growth, em- 
ployment potential, and tax potential of the city of Stamford and of the region 
of which Stamford is the center, is dependent in a great measure on this proj- 
ect,” was the statement, which was signed by Roland H. Trudel, president of 
the chamber, and Mr. Greenbaum, president of the merchants’ council. 


POTENTIAL LOSS 


Mr. Nordberg noted that Pitney-Bowes is “the largest single employer in Stam- 
ford,” and that in case of a flood today, the firm could “easily” suffer damages of 
$400,000 to $600,000. He said that because of the lack of protection, just the 
threat of a flood causes Pitney-Bowes to take precautions which “conservatively,” 
cost the firm $25,000 each time. 

The Senate committee also received a telegram this noon from William S. 
Wise of the State water resources commission, urging approval of the project 
and assuring Congress that necessary State funds will be provided. 

Commissioner Gluss said, “Stamford depends upon its industry to maintain a 
strong and virile tax base for an expanding community and the services it re- 
quires. However, as a result of the constant inundation we are faced with the 
potential loss of industrial plants, as well as great difficulty in attracting new 
industry so essential to orderly and balanced economic development. 

“The area being flooded is the only area remaining in the city which is suit- 
able for industry and industrial expansion,” the finance commissioner said. 

“The present administration of the city is anxious to commence fiscal and other 
operations to bring this project to completion so that our economic development, 
along with its further extensive benefits, will not be impeded or severely im- 
paired,” Commissioner Gluss said. 

In conclusion, he stated, “The project has the support of the entire leadership 
of the city of Stamford, regardless of political persuasion.” 
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CONSOLIDATED DIESEL ELEcTRIC CorpP., 
Stamford, Conn., April 21, 1960. 
Mr. DEAN BROSSMAN, 
Stamford-Greenwich Management Council, 
Stamford, Conn. 


DEAR DEAN: In connection with your appearance before the Senate Commit- 
tee on the Hurricane Protection for Stamford, I would like to have you express 
our thoughts on the need for such protection. 

As you know, we are very hard hit whenever there is tidal flooding and in 
the event that we would have another serious hurricane, such as the one in 
1954, we would suffer very heavy losses in production and payrolls. 

As you know, too, we are Government contractors and the equipment which 
we produce is usually under very short delivery dates and essential to the Air 
Force and the protection of the country. 

I have given you some data about our company, which I understand you are 
including in your report, but I want to take this means to emphasize how strong- 
ly- we feel about this and ask you to urge the Senate committee to do every- 
thing possible to provide hurricane protection without delay. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip 8. Brapy, Treasurer. 


ACME BACKING Corp., 
Stamford, Conn., April 22, 1960. 
Mr. DEAN BROSSMAN, 
Vanufacturers’ Council, 
Stamford, Conn. 

Dear Mr. BrossMAN: We would like to take this opportunity to reaffirm our 
conviction that the flood control project is extremely urgent to the residents 
and business establishments of the south end as well as the entire community 
of Stamford. Catastrophic floods could do as much or even more damage as 
the 1954 hurricane in loss of wages, equipment, and inventories. Many factories 
in this area, including our own, have undergone expansion. We now employ 
more people, and our equipment and buildings are worth more. The personal 
property and wage losses would likewise be greater than the losses reported to 
you on the survey recently returned to you. 

You may feel free to exhibit this letter to the Senate subcommittee when 
you appear there at the hearing in an effort to impress them with the necessity 
of a positive flood control program. 

Very truly yours, 
NorRMAN L. FReEyYDBERG, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 





U.S. PoLYMERIC CHEMICALS, INC., 
Stamford, Conn., April 22, 1960. 
Mr. DEAN BROSSMAN, 
Exccutive Vice President, Stamford-Greenwich Management Council, Stamford, 
Conn. 

Dear DEAN: In connection with your appearance before the Senate Public 
Works Committee on the subject of harbor protection in Stamford against hurri- 
canes, you may be interested in the troubles we faced as a result of the 1954 
hurricane. 

As you can imagine, the bulk of our activities are on the ground level and it is 
vital to us to prevent a repetition of those troubles. The waters were more than 
knee high in our plant, which not only interrupted our production (which is on a 
24-hour basis) for a considerable time but it resulted in an appreciable loss to raw 
materials stored on the ground and finished goods also on the ground floor. 

As a result of that experience we have gone to a considerable expense in chang- 
ing our plant layout so that the majority of our finished goods and raw material 
inventory are higher than the highest possible water level. This means extra 
expenses of all sorts to us. Work interruption of 1954, of course, was expensive. 
Automobiles and trucks all had to be moved or suffer damage. As I may have 
mentioned to you, I personally, had to walk down Ludlow on which our plant 
abuts and the sea water was literally up to my armpits. 

The various comments I have made above should make it clear to you that we 
certainly hope that every possible thing will be done to prevent a repetition of 
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the damage done by that hurricane and we hope you will use your good efforts 
before the Senate committee in urging the installation of harbor protection here 
in Stamford. 
Very truly yours, 
Davip HowLanp, Assistant Secretary. 


STATEMENT BY WALTER H. WHEELER, JR., CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS’ ACTION COUNCIL 
FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF STAMFORD, BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
Frioop Conrrot (Rivers AND Harsors), H.R. 7643 anv 8S. 1902, Apri 25, 1960, 
U.S. SENATE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


I am Walter H. Wheeler, Jr., chairman of the Citizens’ Action Council for the 
Improvement of Stamford, Conn. The council is a private nonprofit organization 
whose membership represents the leading civic, industrial, and labor groups in our 
city. Its principal aim is to encourage and support the actions necessary for the 
improvement of Stamford, and particularly the renewal of its urban areas. 

The Citizens’ Action Council restricts its concern to developments, projects, and 
programs of major concern to all citizens of the city. One of four such major 
projects approved by the council is flood control for the south end of Stamford. 

The south end of Stamford is a peninsular area bounded on the north by the 
New Haven Railroad tracks, on the south by Stamford Harbor, and on either side 
by the west and east branches of the harbor. It is the most heavily industrialized 
section of Stamford. Thousands of families from Stamford and many surround- 
ing communities earn their living in the area. Hundreds of families live there. 
The importance of the south end to all Stamford, economically and socially, would 
be hard to exaggerate. 

Years of tragic and costly floods, as well as surveys by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers and the city of Stamford’s Flood Control Board, testify to the 
urgent necessity to provide the south end with protection from tidal flooding 
when storms and hurricanes hit Stamford. The lack of such protection in the 
past has resulted in the loss of millions of dollars to business, industry, and 
residents. 

A 1958 survey showed the total assessed value of real estate in the south end 
was just over $19 million; the assessed value of personal property, exclusive 
of motor vehicles, was about $1114 million—a total assessed value of approxi- 
mately $3014 million. The actual 1958 value would have been in excess of $75 
million. Today, with new industries moving in and existing industries expand- 
ing, the valuation would be much higher. 

While the south end peninsula would benefit most directly from the proposed 
flood protection program, there is a contiguous area that would also receive 
needed protection—a 66-acre area known as the southeast quadrant, which has 
been accepted by the Federal Government for a $50 million urban renewal project. 
Part of this area is vulnerable to flooding from high tides encroaching from the 
east branch of the harbor. The hurricane protection project being considered 
by the committee would prevent this flooding. 

The Citizens’ Action Council strongly recommends the project contained in 
8. 1902 as an economically sound and urgently needed protection for the city of 
Stamford. It believes the project will benefit the entire Stamford area, and 
hopes very much the committee will give it favorable consideration. 


Ciry or STAMFORD, Conn., April 21, 1960. 

GENTLEMEN: My name is Alfred G. Kanzler. I am chairman of the flood and 
erosion control board of Stamford, Conn. 

Realizing that your committee has listened to many volumes of testimony 
regarding the great necessity for hurricane protection for the city of Stamford, 
I will make my remarks as brief as possible. 

The division engineer of the U.S. Army Engineer Division, New England Corps 
of Engineers, Boston, Mass., finds that a serious problem of hurricane tidal 
flooding exists in the city of Stamford, Conn., particularly in the highly indus- 
trialized area of the south end between the east and west branches at the head 
of the harbor. The acuteness of the problem is indicated by the fact that three 
severe hurricanes and two other great storms have struck the city in the past 
20 years and, upon their recurrence, would cause total flood damages of over 
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$11 million at 1957 prices. Average annual damages from tidal flooding amount 
to $375,000. 

Since 1770 the area has experienced 58 hurricanes. Of these, 27 were merely 
a threat, 17 caused wind and rainfall damage, and 14 caused tidal-flood damage. 
In addition to hurricanes, storm tides have caused flooding on at least 21 
occasions since 1938. 

The 1956 population of the city of Stamford according to the Army Engineers’ 
report was approximately 84,100, representing a gain of about 13 percent since 
1950 and approximately a 40-percent gain since 1940. State interests anticipate 
the rate of increase in Stamford over the next 20 years (1957-77 will be greater 
than Connecticut as a whole. 

Manufacturing is the keystone of Stamford’s economy. Industrial activities 
include the manufacture of office machines, electrical equipment, and fabricated 
metal parts. The industrial labor force at the time of the Army Engineer survey 
was approximately 27,000 of which 50 percent are engaged in manufacturing 
compared with the national average of 25 percent. There has been much growth 
in this industrial labor force since the time of the survey. 

About 230 manufacturing plants are located in the city. The majority of these 
plants are located in the affected area. Approximately 30 percent of the total 
labor force of the city is employed by the industries located in the area subject 
to floods. It is estimated that any shutdown due to flood damage would cause a 
payroll loss of approximately $1 million a week, resulting in a loss to the Gov- 
ernment in taxes upon income. The loss of this payroll would be substantial 
and any shutdown no matter how temporary would be a serious blow to the 
employees and to the economy of the city of Stamford. There would be an 
additional loss to the Federal Government as the cost of repairing flood damage 
to residential and industrial property would be reflected in the individual tax 
returns of the residents of the area as well as the corporate returns of the 
industrial plants. 

There is a shortage of industrial space in the city. However, in the affected 
area there is much space that can be made available for industrial purposes. 
Unfortunately, until such time as this flood protection plan is completed there 
is no great interest to those searching for industrial sites in this area. 

Aside from the great losses suffered by industry over 450 residential prop- 
erties have been damaged by flooding in the area to be protected by this project. 
There are more than 100 commercial establishments that have suffered great 
damage due to the floods. 

Located within the affected area is the plant of the Hartford Electric Light 
Co. This 63,740-kilowatt thermal generating station, was inundated by tidal 
flooding in 1938 and 1954. This project will afford great protection to that plant. 

It is estimated that the assessed value of the properties within this area is 
in the neighborhood of $100 million. Additional buildings contemplated will 
considerably increase this value. 

Gentlemen, we believe that the city of Stamford, Conn., contributes greatly to 
the economy, not only to the State of Connecticut but also to the Nation. 

We sincerely trust that you will approve this hurricane protection plan for 
our city so that we may not only continue but increase our effort to the economy 
of our great country. 

I thank you for the opportunity to tell you of our problem and for the time 
that you gentlemen have devoted to it. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. G. KANZLER, 
Chairman, Flood and Erosion Control Board. 





STATEMENT BY HArry M. NorpBerG, PRESIDENT, PITNEY-BOWES, INC., STAMFORD, 
JONN., BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON F'00p CONTROL (RIVERS AND HAR- 
Bors), H.R. 7648 anp S. 1902, on Aprit 25, 1960, U.S. SENATE, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. : 


My name is Harry M. Nordberg, and I am president of Pitney-Bowes, Inc., 
Stamford, Conn. Pitney-Bowes manufactures postage meters, which collect 
almost half of the postal revenues. We also manufacture other mailing equip~ 
ment. Thus, our business is principally one of supplying Government operations. 

Pitney-Bowes is the largest single employer in Stamford. We have approxi- 
mately 2,200 employees in our plant and offices there, and our weekly payrolk 





c 
0 
d 
d 
a 
t 
t 


ak J ie ee ee oe ar 





mount 


merely 
mage. 
ast 21 


ineers’ 
; since 
icipate 
reater 


ivities 
‘icated 
survey 
turing 
rowth 


f these 
> total 
ubject 
ause a 
e Gov- 
antial 
to the 
be an 
nmage 
al tax 
of the 


fected 
‘poses. 
there 


prop- 
roject. 
great 


Light 

tidal 
plant. 
rea is 
1 will 


itly to 


in for 
momy 


» time 


urd, 


{FORD, 
) HaR- 
IGTON, 


. Ine, 
ollect 
“quip 
tions. 
proxi- 
ayrolk 





RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 547 


is about $260,000. Our plant and offices occupy about 700,000 square feet of floor 
space in buildings situated on a 14-acre plot in the highly industrialized south 
end of Stamford. The gross value of our land, buildings, machinery, and other 
equipment amounts to about $25 million. Other industries and dwellings in 
the south end have an estimated value of approximately $75 million. 

In the last 20 years, the south end of Stamford has been hit by three hurri- 
canes and two storms that have caused serious flooding and damage to much 
of the industrial and residential property in this area. The average annual 
damage from flooding over this period of years has been $378,000. With in- 
dustries in this area expanding, including our own, which has just completed 
an $8 million addition, losses in the future undoubtedly would be higher. In 
the case of Pitney-Bowes, a flood today could easily result in damages of $400,000 
to $600,000. 

We should not have recently invested this $8 million in a plant in this area, 
had we not already been located here. As a matter of fact, it was a close 
question whether or not we should relocate elsewhere. Had we decided to 
locate elsewhere, we should have had to move out of Stamford, since there are 
no suitable industrial areas for a plant of our size in that city, except in the 
South End where we are presently located, subject to the threat of floods. We 
wanted to continue to support the community and our employees living there, 
however, so we finally decided to stay and expand our plant in its present 
location. We were persuaded to do this because the Army Engineers had 
recommended this project, the city of Stamford had indicated its willingness to 
earry its share of the cost, and we felt assured the Congress would make the 
necessary authorization. 

Actual floods are not the only expense to South End industry. Frequently 
hurricane alerts, or warnings of unusually high tides, cause us to rent as many 
as 24 trailer trucks and two tractors in order to transfer the contents of two 
warehouses to higher ground. A conservative estimate of the cost of these 
moves each time they are necessary is $25,000. 

An additional difficulty caused by flood, or threat of flood, affects our em- 
ployees. We have about 1,200 employee cars parked in lots around our plant 
and offices, three-fourths of which must be moved when a flood tide begins to 
spill into our area. Their removal creates a traffic problem and lost time 
from work. 

The flood caused by the hurricane of September 1938, when we were about 
one-fifth as large as we are today, brought 4 feet of water into our machine shop, 
damaged a great deal of equipment, and resulted in our entire production 
facilities being shut down for a week and, in a few areas, for a month. 

In the hurricane of August 1954, when we were half as large as we now are, 
tides were 6 feet above normal, and we had about 18 inches of water on the 
floor of our machine shop, and suffered additional damage from the flooding 
of two warehouses, where 2 feet or more of water damaged hundreds of ma- 
chines and meters, as well as other equipment and supplies. 

The dykes which would be made possible by the hurricane protection project 
for Stamford (S. 1902 and H.R. 7643) are vitally needed by Pitney-Bowes and 
by other industries and residents in the South End of Stamford. We earnestly 
recommend approval of this project, not only for the protection it would give 
to the industries and residents in this peninsula, but also for the benefit it 
would bring to the city of Stamford, which depends on the area for a substantial 
amount of taxes and employment. 


HArtTrorp, Conn., April 25, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


Stamford hurricane protection project urgently needed to protect valuable 
commercial and industrial properties in the city. Urge favorable consideration 
by your committee so that construction of this project can proceed without de- 
lay. Necessary local contributions are assured. 

WILLIAM W. WISE, 
Director, Connecticut Water Resources Commission. 
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NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS, 
Washington, D.C., April 22, 1960. 
Subject: Hurricane, erosion, and flood control for the city of Stamford. 


Hon. Rosert 8, Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR KERR AND COMMITTEE MeMBERS: The U.S. Army Engineer 
Corps has studied and approved this project and its statement is no doubt before 
you. 

As vice president of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress for the State 
of Connecticut and as a member of various committees and groups which have 
been actively engaged in the study of this problem I am convinced that this 
project is important for Stamford. 

I most respectfully urge that the proposed project be approved for inclusion 
in the pending omnibus bill as being one of the greatest necessity for the future 
development of Stamford and the region of which it is the core. This proposed 
protection project is one of the types of projects which it is entirely proper for 
the Federal Government to support and one which will be self-liquidating in an 
extremely short period of time by virtue of the improved tax return on all levels 
in Stamford and its surrounding region. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LOUIS GREENBAUM, 


THE STAMFORD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC.., 
Stamford, Conn. 
Subject matter: Hurricane, erosion, and flood control for the city of Stamford. 


HIion. Ropert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerk AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS: The Stamford Chamber of 
Commerce and the Stamford Retail Merchants’ Council, who between them 
represent a major portion of the industrial, research, commercial, banking, busi- 
ness, and professional segments of the city of Stamford, urge the approval of 
the above project by the Senate for inclusion in the pending omnibus bill. 

The economics of the situation have been most ably presented to your com- 
mittee by the Corps of Army Engineers and by others who have testified or will 
testify before you. 

We call your attention to the fact that this project had the endorsement of 
the previous Republican administration which actively supported it, and of the 
present Democratic administration which equally actively supports it. The 
groups that we represent are convinced that the future growth, employment 
potential, and tax potential of the city of Stamford and of the region of which 
Stamford is the center is dependent in a great measure on this project. The 
lack of the protection which the proposed project would give to the city of 
Stamford has inhibited, to a great extent, the previous development and future 
plans for the industrial development of the south end of our city and has there- 
fore affected zoning and planning for the rest of our city and to some extent the 
growth of our surrounding region. 

This project is also of great value to the urban redevelopment and renewal 
project known as the southeast quadrant which comprises 66 acres on which 
there is contemplated upward of $50 million of new construction, and to the 
areas immediately adjacent to this project which comprise an additional area 
several times the size of the southeast quadrant. 

We are confident that upon completion of the proposed protection project the 
tax returns on local, State, and National levels from the protected areas will 
in a short time not only repay the investment, but will start thereafter to yield 
a most substantial profit. 

We feel confident that because of the complete agreement of all segments of 
Stamford’s population that this project is necessary, that the city of Stamford 
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will move with great dispatch to provide whatever is required of the city of 
Stamford in order to complete this project. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Yours respectfully, 
STAMFORD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Ro.LaNb H. TrupDEL, President. 
RETAIL MERCHANTS’ CoUNCIL, 
Louis GREENBAUM, President. 
APRIL 22, 1960. 


SoutH END IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Stamford, Conn. 
Hon. Ropert Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: May I, in a few words, tell you about the neighborhood com- 
munity which we represent. Known as the South End of Stamford, it is one 
of the more thickly populated areas of the city. There are four churches located 
in the area, viz., Holy Name of Jesus Roman Catholic Church, St. Mary’s 
Russian Orthodox Church, the Greek Orthodox Church of the Ascension, and 
St. Luke’s Chapel of St. John’s Episcopal Church. We also have the industrial 
center of Stamford situated in this district. Let me give you just a few details. 

Approximately 8,000 men, women, and children are residents of the area. 
Many more commute daily to the variety of industries located there. In one 
case alone, over 2,000 employees come into the area daily. There are two schools, 
a municipal junior high school and a large parochial day school, which together 
are attended by over 1,500 children. The neighborhood also includes one of the 
city’s largest discount department stores, the gas and electric powerplants for 
the entire Stamford-Darien area and one of the largest and oldest of the city’s 
cemeteries. 

Since 1938, the people and industries of this area have at various ‘times been 
affected by storms and hurricanes. In every case, floodwaters have brought 
destruction to our neighborhood. Gentlemen, one cannot really visualize the 
depressing and frightening sight these floods bring until they actually strike one’s 
own home. After that, they hold on like a cancer, most painfully. 

We, the inhabitants of the South End district, have been working on the 
flood control project for over 20 years. Thus far, the project has been approved 
by past and present city governments, the Citizen’s Action Committee, and the 
U.S. Army Engineers. We now plead for your approval so that, with your 
blessings, the project can move forward. What was a dream 20 years ago 
will, we pray, be a reality in the near future. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK B. WINSKI, 
Chairman, the Executive Committee, 
The South End Improvement Association. 
APRIL 22, 1960. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 1, 1960. 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am sending this letter in support of the authorization by the 
— of the Stamford hurricane protection project for the city of Stamford, 

nn. 

This important city in our State is exposed to intermittent damage from hur- 
ricanes and protection is needed because very severe personal injury and property 
damage has been caused by severe storms in the past. 

This threat of injury and damage tends to discourage commerce and industrial 
development while, on the other hand, adequate protection would stimulate 
the economic growth which this area needs. 

The State of Connecticut and the Bureau of the Budget have endorsed this 
project and it has, of course, been approved by the Corps of Engineers. 
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I am heartily in favor of this improvement and I sincerely urge that the 
committee report favorably on this project so that it may be authorized by 
the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. MONAGAN, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I urge your favorable consideration of the proposed 
authorization of the Stamford hurricane protection project at Stamford, Conn. 

“High winds and abnormal tides due to hurricanes in the past have caused 
severe personal injury and extensive property damage in this city while the 
threat of similar destruction hovers over the city to suppress needed economic 
development. 

The need for protection for the city’s rapidly expanding population and for 
development of its business and industrial resources warrants prompt action 
on this project. 

As you know, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Bureau 
of the Budget have endorsed the project while the State of Connecticut has 
similarly given its approval. 

Again I recommend that the committee report favorably on the project so 
that it may be brought before the Congress for swift action. 

Sincerely yours, 
Em11io Q, Dappario, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1960. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN: I am taking this opportunity to urge you to report favorably on 


the proposed Stamford hurricane protection project for the city of Stamford, 
Conn, 

This coastal municipality has been subjected frequently to intense hurricanes 
with resultant extensive property damage and personal injury. 

As an industrial-business complex with a rapidly expanding residential popu- 
lation, the city of Stamford is a valuable asset to the domestic economy of our 
State and the Nation. 


Continued progress in development of its commercial and industrial potential, 


however, is dampened by the threat of potential damage from recurring hur- 
ricanes. 


For these reasons, therefore, I recommend approval by the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


Rosert N. GIAIMO, 
Member of Congress. 
Senator Kerr. I believe we have Congressman Monagan of Con- 
necticut here. Come around, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN S. MONAGAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Monaaan. Mr. Chairman, I appear here in support of the in- 
clusion in the public works authorization bill of four flood-protection 
projects in the Naugatuck Valley in Connecticut, and these projects 
have been referred to as the lower Naugatuck dams. 
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Authorization of these dams is urgently needed in order to continue 
the overall program of flood control that was made necessary by the 
tragic and overwhelming floods of 1955. 

Substantial forward strides have been taken since 1955 with the 
construction of the Thomaston Dam and the beginning of two smaller 
dams in Torrington, but the flood threat in the lower valley still re- 
mains a serious one. 

In all the towns in this valley there are important industrial enter- 
prises ranging from brass to machinery from rubber footware to 
timing instruments. 

In time of war this area has been well described as the arsenal of 
democracy, and in time of peace it has formed a solid industrial 
foundation for the economic health of this region and for the coun- 
try as a whole. 

if we were to have a recurrence of the 1955 floods, the four pro- 
posed dams would mean the difference between adequate protection 
and physical and economic disaster, and the disaster whose effects 
nade not be limited to the Naugatuck Valley but would be felt 
in all sections of the country and would require a replacement of 
plants and facilities at a cost many times that of the cost of con- 
struction of the flood-control works. It is for this reason that I urge 
that they be included in the public works authorization bill. 

Now, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and the 
Chief of Engineers have recommended that these dams be constructed 
through 100 percent Federal contribution. 

I was very happy to hear the sentiments of the chairman of the 
subcommittee in this connection because I very strongly feel the same 
way myself that these projects are not, in fact, local pueiian They 
are projects whose main effect will be felt many miles away from the 
actual sites of the public works involved here, and this area has an 
industrial complex, it is not only for the employment that would come 
from these factories in the Naugatuck Valley, but the effect that they 
would have on the industry of the country because they are intimatel 
bound up with so many industries in the United States, in the width 
and breadth of the country, that I believe these should be constructed 
by the Federal Government, because there are other dams in this 
very valley, the Thomaston Dam, that the chairman has referred to, 
which is one example, there are other flood-control dams in the State 
of Connecticut, that have been constructed by, entirely by, payments 
from the Federal Government. 

It certainly seems to me that it would be discriminatory to put in a 
rule which would distinguish between projects in the State and proj- 
ects in other sections of the country. 

For that reason I see no reason to impose at this point a new 
standard of contribution, and I hope that the committee will not 
only approve the authorization of these four projects, but will follow 
the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers, because it was the 
recommendation of the Corps of Engineers that these be paid for fully, 
and it was only the Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary of the 
Army, as a result of the Bureau of the Budget recommendation, who 
brought in this new recommendation. 

I ask permission, Mr. Chairman, to file a statement in full, if I 
may. 
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Senator Kerr. We are very happy, Congressman, to have your 
statement. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Monagan follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN S. MONAGAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear here today in support 
of the inclusion in the public works authorization bill of four flood protection 
projects in the Naugatuck River Valley in Connecticut. 

These projects have been referred to as the lower Naugatuck dams. ‘I'he 
estimated construction cost of the four reservoirs is $10,230,000 with an annual 
maintenance and operation cost of $30,000. 

The first costs are divided as follows: 


Northfield Brook .-..----- $1, 620, 000| Hancock Brook __--------- $2, 520, 000 
Branch’ Brook... 4.5040. 8.550,000| Hop Brook.........-..... 2, 600, 000 


-Authorization of these dams is urgently needed in order to continue the overall 
program of flood control that was made necessary by the tragic and over- 
whelming floods of 1955. Large areas of densely populated sections along the 
narrow flood plain o2 the Naugatuck River were severly damaged. The flood 
damage downstream from the Thomaston reservoir was nearly $200 million 
and 36 lives were lost. 

Although substantial forward strides have been taken since 1955 with the con- 
struction of the Thomaston Dam and the beginning of two smaller dams in 
Torrington, the flood threat in the valley from Waterbury south remains a 
serious one. This is particularly true in the Ansonia area where the narrow 
valley feels the full sweep of the entire river. 

In all the towns of this valley there are important industrial enterprises 
ranging from brass to machinery and from rubber footwear to timing instru- 
ments. In time of war this area has well deserved to be called the arsenal of 
democracy and in time of peace it has formed a solid industrial foundation for 
the economic health of this region and of the country as a whole. 

The four lower Naugatuck dams are urgently needed to complete the protectuwu 
pattern and construction would reduce the flood threat from a disastrous one 
to one that would be moderately harmful. 

This is a time when it is important for our national welfare that all segmeuus 
of our economy be strong. Our enterprises are competing in a worldwide 
struggle of major proportions. No part of this industrial picture is more 
important than the Naugatuck Valley of Connecticut and it is clearly in the 
interest of the country as a whole that this vital industrial complex be pro- 
tected and encouraged to carry on its vital role in the industrial machine of 
the United States of America. 

If we were to have a reoccurrence of the 1955 floods, the four proposed dams 
would mean the difference between adequate protection and physical and eco- 
nomic disaster, a disaster whose effects would not be limited to the Naugatuck 
Valley but would be felt in all sections of the country and would require a 
replacement of plants and facilities at a cost many times that of the cost of 
construction of these flood control works, and it is for this reason that I urge 
that they be included in the public works authorization bill. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers 
have recommended that these dams be constructed through 100 percent Federal 
contribution. Unfortunately, however, the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Secretary of the Army have advised that no action be taken on the authorization 
of these projects until “the Congress has had an opportunity to consider and 
take action” on this bill. 

This bill, S. 2060, which was introduced by the Senator from Connecticut, 
Mr. Bush, provides that 30 percent of the cost of these and other projects 
should be borne by local interests. 

I believe that the cost of constructing these projects should be borne in full 
by the Federal Government. They are not purely: local projects and, in fact, 
their benefits will be felt most strongly at a long distance from their sites. 

In addition, I see no reason to impose at this point a new standard of con- 
tribution when other projects in the State of Connecticut and throughout the 
Nation have been constructed wholly by Federal funds. To take other action at 
this point would be discriminatory. 

I earnestly hope, therefore, that the committee will not only approve the 
authorization for these four flood control projects but will follow the recom- 
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mendations of the Corps of Engineers rather than those that have been inter- 
jected by the Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary of the Army and exclude 
any condition in this legislation that would require local cost sharing. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have other witnesses with you? 

Mr. Monacan. Yes. I would like to introduce, Mr. Chairman, the 
Honorable Joseph A. Doyle, the mayor of the city of Ansonia, Conn., 
who has done a great deal of very important work on this subject, 
and whose city is probably the city which has been most affected by 
these floods, and will gain the most benefits from the works in question. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. DOYLE, MAYOR, ANSONIA, CONN. 


Mr. Doyie. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph A. Doyle, and I 
appear here today as a proponent of TLR. 7634, which concerns the 
construction of Dry Dams on Hop Brook, Hancock Brook, Northfield 
Brook, and Branch Brook, all tributary streams to the Naugatuck 
River in Connecticut. 

The city of Ansonia, a community of over 20,000 people, lies on the 
banks of the Naugatuck River. This part of Connecticut was first 
settled more than 250 years ago. As necessity dictated, the river was 
first the source of transportation and waterpower for the original 
settlers. Industries grew and with them Ansonia’s population in- 
creased from a handful, to its present number. Thus our community 
expanded with its economic, business, and residential heart bordering 
the Naugatuck River. Because of this historical origin, over 90 per- 
cent of the industrial and commercial establishments of our commu- 
nity lie along the banks of this river. 

During times of grave national emergency, these industries and 
other businesses served their country well. We in the Naugatuck 
Valley region have been known as the arsenal of democracy because 
of our facilities that produced heavy machinery and brass and copper 
products. 

Over the period of many years we have been plagued by periodic 
flooding of the Naugatuck River. No flood, however, reached the 
proportion of those two floods which were suffered by the city of 
Ansonia in 1955. From the memory of the senior citizens in our com- 
munity and civic records, I have been able to piece together a pattern 
of increasing flood conditions in this city. The experts have attributed 
the ever-increasing hazards to the urbanization of the former farms, 
forests, and pasturelands of this State. With the development of 
the former undeveloped areas, lying to the north of the city of Ansonia 
in the watershed of the Naug: gatuck River, roads have been constructed. 
storm water runoff has been inc reased manyfold. Where the land 
formerly absorbed much of its rainwater, now this flow of water is 
diverted into the streams which are tributary to the Naugatuck River. 
Each year, as we now study the pattern, this flow danger has increased. 

The floods which came upon the Naugatuck Valley i in August and 
October of 1955 were the result of the increased runoff and other fac- 
tors, such as silting of riverbeds, which accumulated over a period of 
many years and which still exist. The city of Ansonia suffered 
severely. The loss of many millions of dollars must be prevented 
from recurring. The two rainstorms which contributed to these con- 
ditions in 1955 slashed and pounded and gave up their rainwater in 
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the drainage basin of the Naugatuck River. Within several hours 
after the first onslaught the Naugatuck River had flooded an area 
approximately 314 square miles in the city of Ansonia alone. The 
water left 6 to 8 inches of mud and silt in most of the buildings which 
were in the flood plains and many city streets and residential prop- 
erties had an accumulation of mud averaging over a foot. In addi- 
tion to the mud, the flood plain was littered with debris, such as the 
decaying bodies of persons long before put to rest in graveyards bor- 
dering the river. I feel that this situation can be better graphically 
shown by the pictures I would like to place in evidence before the 
committee rather than by any descriptive words I might use. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad, Mayor, for you to file the exhibits 
with the reporter. 

(The photographs referred to will be found in the committee files.) 

Mr. Dorie. Thank you. 

After the waters of the river receded the people of our community, 
shoulder to shoulder, devoted their time, money, and effort to the 
rehabilitation of their city. From this rude awakening from the 
lethargy was born the firm resolve to renew and redevelop this com- 
munity. A major part of this effort was devoted to making prelim- 
inary plans for flood-control measures along the Naugatuck River. 
The Corps of Engineers was requested to make a survey of this area. 
The citizens of our community embarked upon an effort of self help by 
voting the establishment of a planning commission and redevelopment 
agency. 

During the course of the period of planning we have had numer- 
ous conferences with the Sendavs and Representatives from this 
Congress, the staff of the Corps of Engineers, the Connecticut Water 
Resources Commission and technical personnel who were all consulted 
concerning our flood control and renewal problems. Our efforts have 
been rewarded in the approval of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency of an urban renewal and redevelopment plan for a substantial 
portion of the area covered by the flood waters of 1955. Our efforts 
have been further rewarded by the construction of the Thomaston Dam 
in Thomaston, Conn. The next step in achieving more adequate pro- 
tection for our community is the construction of dry dams on the 
brooks and streams I first mentioned. After these devices are insured, 
we have plans for local flood protective devices, ready to be instituted, 
wherein we anticipate our community will expend approximately $1 
million because of local benefits to be received. 

Upon the successful completion of flood protective measures, depend 
the fulfillment or failure of further redevelopment plans now before 
the HHFA. If flood-control measures such as the dry dams which are 
the subject of this hearing are not constructed, our program of urban 
renewal and local flood protection will be in serious jeopardy. We, 
in Ansonia, cannot control the flow of the Naugatuck ieee solely 
within our community. The control of this river is a matter best 
taken care of many miles upstream from our city. We ask for the 
opportunity to help ourselves through your approval of the proposed 
four dry dams before your committee today, as recommended by the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

The people of my community are ready and willing to pay their 
portion of a local fiood protection program because of direct benefits 
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but we cannot consider this urgently needed local progrem unless these 
four dams upstream are cinanantads 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Mace? 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD D. MACE, CHAIRMAN, FLOOD AND 
EROSION CONTROL BOARD OF CITY OF ANSONIA, CONN. 


Mr. Mace. Mr. Chairman, I also have a prepared statement that I 
would like to enter for the record. It is quite lengthy, and rather than 
read it all I would like to briefly tell you that I represent the local 
phase of it only. 

We have been working for several years with the Army Engineers 
in construction and designing of plans for our local area. These plans 
call for local participation financially. 

The plans are being based on the construction of Thomaston Dam, 
and also the four dry dams which are in question today, and inasmuch 
as we are almost completed with our local plans, and they are based 
heavily on the erection of these other dams, we would like to have 
you pass favorably on them. 

I would like to submit my report to you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Mace. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Mace follows :) 


REMARKS OF RICHARD D. MACE 


Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Richard D. Mace. I reside in An- 
sonia, Conn. I appear before you today in the capacity of chairman of the 
flood and erosion control board of the city of Ansonia. I have had the oppor- 
tunity to examine flood control reports of the U.S. Corps of Engineers as 
they pertain to the Naugatuck River Valley in Connecticut. I wholeheartedly 
concur with the Corps’ recommendation and would like to register in favor of 
= pending legislation for construction of dry dams in the Naugatuck River 

asin. 

I appear here today not to present any technical information concerning the 
planned program as I know that these phases are adequately treated in the 
Army Engineers’ report. My purpose is rather to shed some light, if I am 
able, upon the personal human problems which exist in my community because 
of the flood hazard. 

I am employed by the Farrel-Birmingham Co. in its Ansonia, Conn., plant. I 
was in the plant on those days in 1955 when the waters of the Naugatuck River 
rushed in and covered work in process, inventory, stock, machinery, and equip- 
ment. I was also a witness on those same days to the flooding and subsequent 
recession of the waters in a large part of the business and residential districts 
of the city of Ansonia. The brown, muddy debris carrying waters of the Nauga- 
tuck River took with them on those days a part of the heart of each one of the 
persons whom they affected. I also played a part in the lengthy and expensive 
rehabilitation effort which was made by my employer. Gentlemen, I will never 
forget the mud and filth left by the river over the entire area that it covered. 
Nor has the memory of the ruined household furnishings of the residents of the 
flood area dimmed in my mind. I also recall the local businessmen and mer- 
chants piling ruined merchandise and stock before their business establishments 
80 that it might be carted away to be burned. When I fully realized the devasta- 
tion which had been caused to my own company’s physical facilities I was in 
serious doubt as to whether I still had a place of employment. I speak on behalf 
of the employees of the plant in which I am employed and the persons employed 
in a dozen or more similar plants along the bank of the Naugatuck River and I 
Say our future jobs depend on the flood protection which this committee and the 
Congress are able to enact into faw. The livelihood of these men and women 
and their families literally depend upon these flood-protective measures. My 
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company and the American Brass division of the Anaconda Co. located nearby 
were fortunate in being financially able to recover. Other companies were not 
so fortunate. 

In addition to the economic factors which are involved in the periodic flood- 
ing of this stream we are discussing here today, there is a real and ever-present 
danger to the lives of the people who reside in the city of Ansonia. Our city 
is one of the older ones in the State of Connecticut. It grew up surrounding 
the river because that stream offered waterpower before the advent of electric 
and steam power. The Naugatuck River Valley does not have wide, flat plains 
on each side of its river bed which can absorb the flow of water during flood 
periods. The valley above our city has steep hillsides adjoining the river, thus 
presenting the danger of flash flooding and rapid rise of waters in the commu- 
nities along the banks of the Naugatuck. The danger to life and limb which 
exist from these topographical conditions is very high. The continual threat 
thus presented is difficult to live with and impossible to leave because of eco- 
nomic status of the citizens who live in this area. Their only hope that this 
fear of flooding may be removed lies in the action which the Congress should 
take in approving the dry-dam proposals presented by the Corps of Engineers. 

The interest—I should say the spontaneous support—that has been shown by 
our people in the work of the Corps of Engineers and the board I represent, 
has indeed been gratifying. Spurred on by the interest in their own welfare, 
which has just been shown by our citizens, we in Ansonia have worked with the 
Army Corps of Engineers for these many years since the 1955 floods. The result 
of our combined effort is before you today. The dry-dam proposal currently 
under consideration is only a part of the overall program for flood protection 
in this vicinity of our State. The Thomaston Reservoir already under con- 
struction, the current dry-dam proposal, and the local protective works which 
will be paid for in part by the citizens of our community will offer our people 
the protection they have longed for. The local flood-protective measures to be 
constructed in Ansonia depend, however, upon the approval of the flood-control 
measures before this committee today. 


Senator Kerr. Congressman, I will say this to you: Now the De- 
partment of the Interior recommended, as you know, some retention 
of water in these pools other than just keeping them dry dams; and 
if I were you gentlemen, looking down that road, I would give some 
consideration not only in the support of that, serious consideration 
to that— 

Mr. Monacan. Mr. Chairman, this is Mr. Paul M. Andrews, execu- 
tive vice president of the Naugatuck Valley Industrial Council. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL M. ANDREWS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
NAUGATUCK VALLEY INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL 


Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul Andrews, and I am 
executive vice president of the Naugatuck Valley Industrial Council, 
which is an organization of manufacturers in the valley of the Nauga- 
tuck River. 

+ I am here to speak for them in support of the amendment of H.R. 
1634. 

Also, I have been requested to register with you the support of the 
Waterbury (Conn.) Chamber of Commerce and the support of the 
Naugatuck River Valley Flood Control Commission. 

All three of these organizations, encouraged by the progress made 
on the Thomaston Dam, are earnestly hoping that this body will see 
fit to complete the job by approving the recommendation of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers dated June 30, 1958, which recommended 
the construction of dry dams on four tributary streams below the 
Thomaston Dam; namely, the Hop Brook, Hancock Brook, North- 
field Brook, and Branch Brook. 
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It is not my purpose to attempt any technical evidence—all the 
engineering facts and data are adequately covered in the report of the 
Army Engineers just referred to. 

I hope that I can assist you in your later deliberations by emphasiz- 
ing the importance of this matter to the economic life of a very impor- 
tant part of the State of Connecticut. 

Without attempting to go into too much detail, it should be remem- 
bered that well over 160,000 people live in the communities below the 
Thomaston Dam. These people live in Waterbury, Waterville, Water- 
town, Naugatuck, Ansonia, Derby, Shelton, Seymour, and Beacon 
Falls. 

The whole economy of these communities depends on one of the 
most highly developed industrial areas in this country. It has been 
said that one out of every four persons living in this valley is em- 
ployed in manufacturing. The Naugatuck Valley comprises the lead- 
ing nonferrous metal manufacturing area in the Nation. In addition 
are chemical, rubber, fabricated metals and machinery, timing and 
electronic equipment manufacturers—in short, a highly diversified and 
yet a vital group of industries—too many to mention in detail—but 
contributing both to the economy of the area and to Connecticut, as 
well as to the vital and necessary defense program of the United States. 

I do not think it necessary to review the devastations of the 1955 
flood. You have evidence before you to adequately inform you as to 
the damage in 1955—and to the potential damage at any time unless 
the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers are accepted and acted 
upon. 

In conclusion, I want to repeat for the record that I am speaking in 
behalf of over 100 manufacturers in the lower valley below the present 
Thomaston Dam—for the Flood Control Committee of the Water- 
bury Chamber of Commerce—and for the Naugatuck River Valley 
Flood Control Commission. 

We earnestly and seriously urge your favorable consideration of 
including these four dams in H.R. 7634. 

I thank you very much for the courtesy and the courtesy of sub- 
mitting this, and I will leave this. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. We will insert in the record at this point 
these communications relating to Naugatuck. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


ANSONIA CITIZENS ACTION COMMITTEE, 
Ansonia, Conn., April 15, 1960. 
Hon. Prescott BusH, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator BusH: Thank you for your sincere support of Naugatuck River 
Basin flood control project. 

At the meeting of the Ansonia Citizens Action Commitee held on April 6, it 
was directed that letters and appeals be sent to all Congressmen that every 
effort be directed to acquire support of these bills by the Connecticut Congress- 
men and interested citizens. 

I am submitting this letter on behalf of all members of the committee supple- 
menting previous resolution. Please submit this statement on behalf of our 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun R. SHIELDS, 
Chairman, Ansonia Citizens Action Committee. 
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City or ANSONIA 


Be it resolved by the Board of Aldermen of the City of Ansonia: 

(1) That this board does hereby endorse and concur in the recommendation of 
the Corps of Engineers of the U.S. Army concerning construction of dry dams 
on the tributary streams of the Naugatuck River. 

(2) This board does hereby request the Representative in Congress of the 
Fifth Congressional District of the State of Connecticut to use every effort at 
his command to insure the passage of the necessary legislation for said dry 
dams. 

(3) This board does hereby request the U.S. Senators from the State of Con- 
necticut to use every effort at their command to insure the passage of the nec- 
essary legislation for said dry dams. 

(4) This board does hereby request and urge people of the city of Ansonia 
and other interested citizens to communicate with their Senators and Represen- 
tatives urging the passage of legislation necessary for said dry dams. 

(5) This board does hereby direct the city clerk to notify the Representative 
and Senators hereinbefore mentioned of its request concerning said dry dams 
legislation by forwarding a copy of this resolution. 

Adopted April 11, 1960. 

Paut BE. ScouMacue_nr, City Clerk. 

Approved April 12, 1960. 

JOsEPH A. Doyle, Mayor. 


I hereby certify that this is a true photo copy of the original resolution adopted 
April 11, 1960. 
Dated at Ansonia, Conn., this 16th day of April 1960. 
Attest : 
Pau. E. SCHUMACHER, 
Town and City Clerk, Ansonia, Conn. 


ScoviLL MANUFACTURING Co., 
Waterbury, Conn., April 20, 1960. 
Hon, Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator Kerr: As a member of the Naugatuck Valley River Control 
Commission, and in the interest of the Scovill Manufacturing Co., with substan- 
tial manufacturing operations in Waterbury, I write to request your support of 
the report of the Naugatuck River Flood Control Project now before your sub- 
committee for consideration. 

Waterbury suffered extensive damage from flooding in 1955. The Thomaston 
flood control dam now nearly completed will give us some protection, but the 
Army Engineers’ studies have indicated the need of the four smaller flood-river 
dams, to provide sufficient capacity for flood protection for Waterbury and the 
other Naugatuck Valley cities and towns. 

Flood protection is a basic need in this valley, and I shall appreciate your 
support to the end that the current report will be approved by the Senate Public 
Works Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


S. T. WILLIAMS. 


THE WATERBURY READY MIxED CONCRETE Co., 
Waterbury, Conn., April 21, 1960. 
Senator Rosert Kerer, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR KERR: As an officer in a company whose place of business is on 
the flood plain of the Naugatuck River, I am writing to urge you to support the 
construction of three projected dams for the Naugatuck River watershed. These 
are Hancock Brook, Northfield, and Branch Dams which have been approved 
by the Army Engineers. 

These projects are included in H.R. 7634 now being studied by the Senate 
Public Works Committee. 
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As the value of the flood plain protected is extremely high in relation to cost 
of the projects, the money would be well spent. 
Your support of these projects will mean much to this valley. 
Yours very truly, 
JOHN N. CARLEY, Treasurer. 


FLooD AND EROSION CONTROL BOARD, 
Tue Ciry oF WATERBURY, 
Waterbury, Conn., April 16, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CHAIRMAN CHAVEZ: With reference to the scheduled hearings for the 
State of Connecticut on H.R. 7634, on April 25, 1960, our board urgently recom- 
mends the inclusion, in this bill, of the additional flood control dams of the 
Naugatuck River, north of the city of Waterbury, Conn. 

The Flood and Erosion Control Board of the City of Waterbury, operating 
under the city ordinance and under authority of the statutes of Connecticut has, 
for the last year and one-half, been giving encouragement to the citizenry and 
industry of Waterbury against a repetition of the tragic floods of 1955. These 
reassuring statements have been based on a prompt and anticipated action, by the 
Congress, in the legislative passage and authorization of Federal funds for the 
construction of the tributary dams of the Naugatuck River, as recommended by 
the New England Division of U.S. Army Engineers. 

Failure on the part of the Senate Public Works Committee to include the four 
dry dams in H.R. 7634 will prove a serious blow to the industrial welfare of the 
brass industry of the Naugatuck Valley. All the cities and towns, south of 
Thomaston Dam, will suffer in fear, including Waterbury, Naugatuck, Beacon 
Falls, Seymour, Ansonia, and Derby. Only through confidence in the con- 
struction of these tributary dams, which will complement the Thomaston proj- 
ect, now nearing completion, has it been possible to reassure the future stability 
and growth of industry in our part of Connecticut. The impact of the Army 
Engineers’ studies and recommendations have had a quieting effect on our fears 
and a restoration of confidence for the future safety of industry, in the trust 
that these dams will be built. The four dams, which qualify for Federal funds, 
will reduce the 1955 flood stage in Waterbury again almost as much as Thomaston, 
at a cost of only three-fifths that of the latter. 

We cannot overemphasize the importance of recognizing the urgency of inclu- 
sion of these dams in H.R. 7634. The losses of life and property in the floods 
of 1955 still come back as a nightmare to our people and industry. In the area 
now under consideration we had a total property loss of $194 million, with 36 
lives, of which nearly one-half of both property loss and human beings were 
accounted for in the Waterbury area. Were it not for the faith that industry 
has in the early assurance of flood controlling this valley, then it could be taken 
for granted that industrialized Naugatuck Valley has already passed its peak 
in development, with retrogression following along. 

Speaking for the great city of Waterbury, Conn., our flood and erosion control 
board wishes to go on record to respectfully urge the’ Senate Public Works 
Committee to include the tributary dams of the Naugatuck River in the bill, 
H.R. 7634. 

Very truly yours, 
FrepeRICK A. STEWART, Chairman. 


FLoop AND EROSION CONTROL BOARD, 
Waterbury, Conn., April 21, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dean CHAIRMAN CHAvEzZ: As a supplement to my letter of April 16, 1960, 
relating to the Connecticut hearings on omnibus bill H.R. 7634, scheduled for 
April 25 next, I would like to place on record our feelings about Federal 
responsibility. 


44845—60—pt. 3——25 
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As previously stated, our board cannot overemphasize the importance to the 
Senate Public Works Committee of recognizing the urgency of inclusion of these 
dry dams in H.R. 7634. Our only hope of having these recommended projects 
materialize lies in the 100-percent financial responsibility of the Federal Goy- 
ernment. 

It is truly a full Federal responsibility from the standpoints of execution, 
ability to pay, scope of the work, and masses of people and industries involved 
over vast stretches of land. Thomaston Dam, now nearing completion, was so 
considered and it represents only a little more than one-half of the objective 
control of floodwaters for our river. We look to the Federal Government for 
the responsibility of completing the recommended flood control projects. It is 
not to be expected that the cost of such projects could or would be underwritten, 
even in part, by municipalities or their sovereign States on anything like an 
equitable basis. Ability and willingness to pay would be the issue, not where 
most needed. 

_We trust, therefore, that bill 8S. 2060, already introduced in the Senate, will 
not preempt the inclusion of flood control estimates of the Naugatuck River in 
H.R. 7634, based on 100-percent Government participation. Anything short of 
that will be a crushing blow to our interests as, we feel, it will prove tantamount 
to failure. 

Very truly yours, 
FREDERICK A. STEWART, 
Chairman, Flood and Erosion Control Board. 


CHASE Brass & Copper Co., 
Waterbury, Conn., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KERR: My purpose in writing this letter to you is to urge your 
wholehearted support of the Naugatuck River flood control project. This com- 
prises four small upriver dams, Branch Brook, Northfield Brook, Hancock 
Brook, and Hop Brook. The report on this project is before a subcommittee 
of the Senate Public Works Committee. If the report is approved by the com- 
mittee, it will go before the Congress as part of H.R. 7634, omnibus river and 
harbor and flood control bill. 

The above four dams are part of a flood control project designed to protect 
the Naugatuck River Valley and to some extent the lower Housatonic River 
Valley. Approval of these projects is considered to be a major step in assuring 
sound commmercial and industrial development of the large area affected by 
these rivers. These dams are extremely important both to industry and to the 
people. Dur Chase metal works plant at Waterville, Conn., was the hardest 
hit by the flood of August 19, 1955, of the area plants, sustaining a $12 
million damage and also loss of productive faciliites for 4 months. A copy 
of the Chase News, depicting the disaster is enclosed. With the exception of 
the one picture of the panoramic view of the lower Bank Street area of Water- 
bury, all of these photographs were taken at our property at the metal works. 

Your efforts in behalf of these projects will be appreciated by all in this 
area. 

Yours very truly, 
G. P. BAKKEN, President. 


Mr. Monacan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We hope you will 
take unfavorable action on the amendment that has been submitted 
to require local contribution, and that you will take favorable action 
on the inclusion of these projects in the omnibus bill. 

Senator Kerr. That would be the position of the chairman. As 
I said a little while ago, that will not necessarily be binding on the 
committee. 

Mr. Monacan. I amsure that it will be very influential. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Howard E. Crouch of Stonington. 
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STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. CROUCH, CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, STONINGTON, CONN. 


Mr. Crovucn. Mr. Chairman, my name is Howard E. Crouch. I 
am chairman of the Industrial Development Committee of the town 
of Stonington, Conn., which includes as its immediate section Paw- 
catuck, Conn. 

I am appearing in favor of (e inclusion of hurricane flood pro- 
tection in the Pawcatuck area in H.R. 7634. 

Congressman Bowles and Senator Bush have already ably presented 
this project, and there is not too much that I can add to what they 
have said. 

There is a small project here in comparison to many that you 
have, but it is of prime importance to the townships of Stonington 
and Westerly, R.I. 

In the area protected you will find the industrial heart of this area. 
In the past there have been 2,350 employees in the area, and it has 
shrunk now to 645 due to recent hurricane threats. 

In the past we have had many industries in there supplying de- 
fense products. There has been Hamilton Standard Propeller, there 
is Raytheon at present; there is the Cottrell Co., and there has also 
been Bostitch. 

But due to the increased flooding in the past, the erosion was not 
so severe, and there was not so much flooding, but in 1954 the hurri- 
cane eroded away what protection there was, and now the river floods 
badly, and this industrial area, which is the lifeblood of the com- 
munity, has been severely injured. 

I earnestly hope that this committee will find fit to approve this 
project, to preserve a highly skilled source of labor for peacetime pro- 
tection as well as wartime emergency. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Crouch. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Crouch follows :) 

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
FOR TOWN OF STONINGTON, CONN., 
Stonington, Conn., April 25, 1960. 
Re Hurricane flood protection, Pawcatuck, Conn., H. R. 7634. 


The Honorable COMMITTEE ON PusBLIc WorKs, 
U.S. Senate. 


GENTLEMEN: As chairman of the industrial development committee of the town 
of Stonington, Conn., which includes Pawcatuck, Conn., as a major segment of its 
area, I appreciate this opportunity to express to you the earnest desire of the 
community at large as well as the industry concerned for the accomplishment of 
this project. Undoubtedly this project is a small item in comparison to other 
projects before your committee. However, the domestic economy of the town 
of Stonington, Conn., and the town of Westerly, R.I., which is an adjoining area, 
has been seriously affected by recurring hurricanes, 38 since 1901, and particu- 
larly by the 1938 and 1954 hurricanes. There has been a reduction and with- 
drawal of industries from the flood area. In 1946, 2,350 workers were em- 
ployed in the area, 1,200 in the Bostitch Co. plant and 1,150 in the Cottrell Co. 
plant. Instead of expanding as demands required, the Bostitch Co. plant with- 
drew from the flood area and built a new plant in another location about 40 
miles away. The Raytheon Co., which purchased the former plant now em- 
ploys 125 workers and hopes to expand to 300 to 400 workers within a year. 
Their future growth will depend somewhat on the development of tidal hurricane 
flood control. 
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The Cottrell Co. now employs 520 people and the tidal flooding situation, no 
doubt, has a very harmful effect on its future development in Pawcatuck. Cer- 
tainly a damper was put on the future expansion of the Cottrell Co. in Paw- 
catuck, by the parent company, Harris-Intertype Corp., who purchased the Cot- 
trell Co. in 1953. 

The resulting employment picture over a period of 14 years has changed 
radically with a decrease in employment in the industrial area subject to 
flood from 2,350 to 645 employees. A major factor causing this reduced 
employment has been potential threat of hurricane tidal flooding. You can 
readily understand that the reduced employment has not been conducive to the 
general economic welfare of the people of the town of Stonington, Conn., and the 
town of Westerly, R.I. The Pawcatuck-Westerly area has been and is the center 
of the highest caliber of skilled mechanics and engineers for over 100 years, tradi- 
tionally so, and most of them have been part of the Cottrell Co. 

In times of war and national emergency the Cottrell Co., for over 100 years, has 
been of great value to the Navy and Army in their requirements for ordnance 
material, ship machinery, etc., particularly in urgent requirements. In World 
War ITI, gun mounts, turbines, fuel pumps for destroyers, rocket motors, aircraft 
parts and miscellaneous items were produced by them. Since 1950 and to the 
present time, rocket motors, heads, guided missile warheads, and fuel pumps 
for destroyers have been made. In most of these items the Cottrell Co. was first 
in shipments, shipped the most, and were best in quality and in cost to the Govy- 
ernment. The Cottrell Co. is considered a good, reliable source of supply by the 
Navy Ordnance Department. 

In closing, I urge your committee to include in H.R. 7634, hurricane flood pro- 
tection for Paweatuck, Conn., and preserve a highly skilled source of labor for 
peacetime production as well as wartime emergencies. 


Howarp E. Croucn, Chairman. 
Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Johnstone. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID M. JOHNSTONE, FIRST SELECTMAN, 
STONINGTON, CONN. 


Mr. Jounstonr. Mr. Chairman, I am David M. Johnstone, first 
selectman of Stonington, Conn. 

I would like to support the inclusion of the hurricane, flood pro- 
tection project for Pawcatuck, Conn., as an amendment to H.R. 7634. 

I have a prepared statement that I would like to submit to the 
Committee and add just a few words. 

Senator Kerr. Your statement will be made a part of the record, 
Mr. Johnstone. 

Mr. Jounstonge. Pawcatuck, Conn., identified in the title of the 
project is a part of our town of Stonington. It is the geographical 
part along the Pawcatuck River that divides the States of Connecticut 
and Rhode Island. 

We have a population of some 17,000, a grand list of $25 million. 

Of that grand list this project will protect approximately 10 per- 
cent. It is a vital and large part of our community. We have limited 
areas in which we can develop. This isan old established one. 

We would like to protect it for the future. The project, as such, 
may not be a large one, amounting to some $585,000. The Army 
Engineers have called for a 30 percent local participation, which we 
feel, because of the importance of this area to our community, we can 
pe i ft and I certainly would go to the town at the proper time and 
ask for that percentage. However, if, as suggested by Senator Bush, 
it should be any amount less, it would be fine, too. 
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Aside from the protection of the actual property we, of course, are 
protecting many jobs in the community, and our neighbor across the 
State border in Westerly, R.I., and many of our neighboring towns 
in the State of Connecticut. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Johnstone. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Johnstone follows :) 


Town OF STONINGTON, CONN., 
SELECTMEN’S OFFICE, TOWN HALL, 
April 22, 1960. 
To the CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS. 

Dear SENATOR: I would like to support the inclusion of the hurricane, flood 
protection project, Pawcatuck, Conn., as part of H.R. 7634. 

First, as a matter of clarification, I would like to point out that Paweatuck, 
Conn., is a name for a geographical part of the town of Stonington and is not 
a separate municipality. 

Many documents, including “A Hurricane Survey of Pawcatuck, Conn.” by 
the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, have been submitted to your 
committee concerning this project. All of these documents have recommended 
its authorization and have attested to its economical desirability and financial 
feasibility. 

I can concur with these conclusions and would like to add that from Ston- 
ington’s point of view, this protection is vitally needed, as the area subject to 
flooding is our highest tax productive industrial location, This area contains 
roughly 10 percent of the taxable property of the entire town as the following 
figures from the assessor’s records show : 


| 
Taxes col- Percent 
Year lected, town taxes 
flooded area collected 





NG diksibeade dkhnininnneie mbes dbname ababmgheaubn) sekaebamatmames $73, 262. 40 10. 30 
Fs ritwcnncncnddhcsenddks sacar gusstaenséesnendasnesdSansandagetsadeneentnes 83, 526. 44 9.95 
PUicnetsehnedsncsedeandenshsaaseidateteseGhineunaeananaeaunente 77,025. 62 8. 00 
BENS 45 dis snciwanswnceadacsnsemashhecans wécecdasdevademnaanddnautnbecinain 79, 121. 20 7. 60 
Gk wetkatbwicunenndndonsscchudctpatbesdabeciageiaabnnaptonantsteieenesetgnil 92, 136. 24 8.10 


You will notice from these figures that the percentage of the town taxes paid 
by this area went down 38 years ago and stayed down. This is because one of the 
firms in the area moved away, due in part to the lack of flood protection. A new 
firm has recently come into the vacant plant and I believe it is safe to presume 
that flood protection will encourage this firm’s operation in Stonington. 

In addition to the direct effect the size of the industrial plant in the area has 
on our tax rate there are indirect considerations, as the amount of employment 
given by these plants. The town of Stonington is not the only one involved. The 
town of Westerly, R.I., Stonington’s neighbor across the Pawcatuck River, 
supplies at least half of the manpower and other towns in the area also contribute 
employees. 

The project calls for local participation of some $176,000 made up of $86,000 
in cash and the remainder in supplying lands, rights-of-way, relocation of streets, 
drains, and other construction. At the present time, I am prepared to go before 
the town and request that these fnuds be made available for this project. 

Again I would like to wholeheartedly support this project and urge its 
inclusion in H.R. 7634. Stonington is not asking for a public works to create 
an asset, but to preserve one that is in danger of being swept away. 

Yours very truly, 
Davin M. JoHNSTONE, First Selectman. 


Mr. Crovucn. Mr. Graf, local industrial representative, would like to 
speak a few words. 

Senator Kerr. What is the name? 

Mr. Crovcn. G-r-a-f. 

Senator Kerr. G-r-a-f. All right, Mr. Graf. 
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT J. GRAF, INDUSTRIAL REPRESENTATIVE, 
STONINGTON, CONN. 


Mr. Grar. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
thankful for the opportunity to appear before this committee. My 
name is Albert J.Graf. Ihave been a business executive and vice presi- 
dent and general manager for a number of years. I represent the 
industry as the industrial representative. Many of the things that 
should be said already have been said. 

All the reports I think you have before you, and I also know that 
I have the report and survey from the U.S. Army Engineers in which 
they have recommended the project. 

But I would like to emphasize a few salient facts which may be 
repeating some of the things that Mr. Johnstone said, and Mr. Crouch 
said, and also things that you already know. 

I will select a few from this group of papers here. 

I think one of the things I would like to call attention to is that the 
project has received a certificate of endorsement and a classification 
of No. 1 from the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, which means 
that it is, in their judgment, in the judgment of the committee, that the 

roject is sound, needful, and sufficiently advanced in status and that 
its construction is justified by the public interest to all. 

Now, the Pawcatuck area is a very fine industrial area. It has 
certain advantages, two of which are most important. One is it is a 
center of a lot of highly skilled mechanics and engineers, and has been 
for 100 years, traditionally so. 

Then it is the only section in that area that has a railroad that 
goes through the section, that is the New Haven & Hartford. 

There has been considerable loss for a small area like that in Sep- 
tember 1938, when there was a loss of $2,600,000 in the area; in 1954 
there was a loss of almost $2 million, of which nearly 50 percent 
occurred in the two major industrial plants at that time. That was 
Bostitch and the Cottrell Co. 

Now, both companies and, particularly the Cottrell Co., have been 
an important supplier to the Navy Department of Navy Ordnance 
for years, and that is because of the fast that it is a center of highly 
skilled engineers and mechanies. =a 4 

So that in the very difficult things that the Navy requires manu- 
factured, it can be made in any of the industries that make large 
printing press machinery. The Cottrell Co. is the manufacturer of 
the largest and finest machines made in this country, magazine, print- 
ing presses. So for that reason we would like to see—we have re- 
duced, the area is really reduced, in the number of employees in both 
the Bostitch Co.—the Bostitch Co. expanded in a new location be- 
cause, I think one of the important items that resolved into that deci- 
sion was, the fact. that they were in a hurricane territory. 

T can speak with a little authority here because I was vice presi- 
dent and general manager of the Cottrell Co, at that time. It was 
quite a shock when shortly after the Harris Co., which is now the 
Harris-Intertype Co., bought the Cottrell Co.—it is an old company of 
105 years of age, and the first year we had the 1954 flood which no 
one had anticipated, and it did a great deal of damage, and it certainly 
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put a damper on our thoughts of expansion at that time. As a mat- 
ter of fact, we reduced our activities. 

Having been in touch with the Raytheon Corp. lately in talking 
over the situation with them, they are also very much concerned as to 
future growth in that plant. They bought the Bostitch plant. 

In 1! O54, talking again on defense work, we were stopped 6 weeks 
with $100,000 damage to the Government machinery at that time, 
which was rather bad because the Navy wanted the rocket motors 
we were building at that time. 

I think that is all I ean say. I would only be repeating what others 
have said. I believe that we not only would recoup our industrial 
activity if we had hurricane protection but I believe there would be 
industrial dev elopment i in that area. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Graf and Mr. Johnstone and Mr. 
Crouch. We think you have a good project and it is our hope that it 
will be included in the bill. 

There will be included in the record at this point communications 
relating to Pawcatuck; a statement of Mr. Joseph L. Miller, Wash- 
ington. “representative of the Quinebaug-French Rivers Manufac- 
turers’ Association ; and a statement by Mr. Sidney Howe. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


TesTIMONY OF JosEPH L. MILLER, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE OF THE QUINE- 
BAUG-FRENCH RIVERS MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION, BEFORE THE SENATE PUBLIC 
Works CoMMITTEE, APRIL 25, 1960 


My name is Joseph L. Miller. My address is 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW., 
Washington 6, D.C. I appear today as Washington Representative of the Quine- 
baug-French Rivers Manufacturers’ Association, directly representing about 75 
business concerns in the Quinebaug and French River valleys, southern Massa- 
chusetts and northern Connecticut. In effect, however, we speak for the entire 
population of these valleys, whose major centers are Southbridge and Webster, 
Mass., and Putnam, Conn. 

The horrible flood which we experienced in August, 1955, and the three pre- 
viously devastating floods occurring in 1986 and 1988 are still fresh in our 
minds. Attached to a copy of my comments is a sheet of pictures showing some 
of the havoc and damage which occurred on the Quinebaug River alone, in 1955. 

The Quinebaug-French Rivers Manufacturers’ Association is basically spon- 
soring one project, even though it consists of five separate dams or reservoir 
areas; and the job must be completed in its entirety to make flood control 
successful in this area. Wonderful progress has been made on our project as 
indicated by the recent completion of the Buffumville Dam and the Tlodges 
Village Dam: and these dams have been put into practical use. Of the other 
three dams, the East Brimfield Dam is to be completed this year, and construction 
on Westville Dam is to begin this year. The single remaining dam in our 
overall project is the West Thompson Dam; and I am here today to speak for 
the authorization of the West Thompson project in H.R. 7654. 

We greatly appreciate and respect the action of Congress in the allocation 
of funds, and the outstanding efficiency of the Ariny Corps of Engineers, which 
has permitted the wonderful progress of completion or near-completion of most . 
of our overall project. However, the job is only four-fifths done. It requires — 
the building of the West Thompson Dam for project completion. This dam is 
recommended and considered necessary by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

In order to show the location of this dam, attached also to my remarks is a 
consolidated map showing the project in its entirety, with the area covered by 
this flood control project. 

Thank you very much for giving us your time, and for the careful attention 
we know that you will give our West Thompson Dam project when you go into 
executive session. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
March 2, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate Public 
Works Committee, New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: I am happy to add my support to the addition of the 
Pawcatuck (Connecticut) River area flood-control project to H.R. 7634. 

The omission of the project from the measure as approved by the House was 
not due to any objection, as I understand it, but merely because it could not 
be readied in time for inclusion. 

As I have observed the advancing studies and recommendations of the U.S. 
Army Engineers, the elements of urgency, practicability, costs, and benefits have 
won their full approval. 


The interest of a U.S. Senator in the problems of a neighboring State is 
fourfold. 


- 1. We have a mutual understanding and dread of the devastation of hurricanes 
and floods. 

2. Westerly, R.I., is the residence of two-thirds of the employees of the indus- 
tries to be safeguarded. 

3. The industries involved have a record of production and products essential 
to our national defense. 

4, The Army Engineers have, as of February 16, 1960, recommended a modifica- 
tion of the Pawcatuck project to provide for the construction of a 400-foot 
breakwater at the entrace to Watch Hill Cove which is part of Westerly, R.I. 

If this last measure can be included in the deliberations and recommendations 
of the committee, I am sure that all the figures of costs benefits and contributions 
have been put in final form by the Engineers and I would ask that Watch Hill 
Cove be made a part of the measure, too. 

However, I would not want this to result in a further delay of the Pawcatuck 
project which is a complete step toward the full realization of the Watch Hill 
Cove-Pawcatuck protection. 

I am most grateful to the chairman and members of the committee for their 
consideration of my statement. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
JOHN O. PASTORE, 
United States Senator. 


RAYTHEON Co. RECEIVING TUBE DIVISION, 
Quincy, Mass., March 1, 1960. 
Subject : The Hurricane Flood Protection for Pawcatuck, Conn. 


Hon. Prescort BusH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BusH: We are very much interested in the progress being made 
to have the 86th Congress authorize the Pawcatuck hurricane flood protec- 
tion project. 

As you know, there has been a history of periodic floods in this area. As a 
matter of fact, 38 floods have occurred within the 20th century. In practically 
every case, these floods have shut down the plant that operated in our present 
location; namely, the Bostitch plant presently owned by the Raytheon Co. 
Extensive loss of income was suffered by employees, and substantial damage tu 
equipment and work in-process inventories resulted when flood waters inundated 
parts of the plant. 

Raytheon is presently operating a plant in this area. This plant was not in 
operation when the U.S. Army Engineers made their survey; hence, the justifi- 
cation for the flood protection project is even greater now than that shown in 
their report. 

We understand that this project, Docket No. 1090, is now in the Senate Sub- 
committee on Public Works for consideration, and to be included in H.R. 7634. 

It is obvious that such a history of flood damage is bound to retard and limit 
industrial expansion until the condition is remedied. Therefore, we strongly 
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recommend that action be taken to have this project authorized by this Congress, 
in order that work may proceed as soon as possible. 
Anything you may do to help in the passage of legislation favorable to this 
flood control project will certainly be appreciated. 
With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
G. L. Loomis, Division General Manager. 





INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, 
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1960. 


Subject: The hurricane flood protection for Pawcatuck, Conn. 


Hon. FRANK KOWALSKI, 
Congressman at Large, Connecticut, 
U.S. House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR FRANK: In the many discussions we have had in our various local 
unions of district No. 104, we have become increasingly concerned in the progress 
being made in the authorization by Congress of the Pawcatuck hurricane flood 
protection project. 

This project is necessary and of great importance in the protection of the wel- 
fare and growth of many of the families amongst our better than 3,000 mem- 
bership. It also is necessary for the present and future economic well-being of 
the communities in the area. 

We urge that everything possible be done to have the project authorized in the 
present 86th Congress. 

Anything which you may do to help in the passage of legislation favorable to 
the flood control project will certainly be appreciated by all of your constituents 
who live in this area. 

With kind regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lou!ts EF. STRECKER, 
Grand Lodge Representative, Niantic, Conn. 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, 
District LopGe, No. 104, 
Mystic, Conn., February 18, 1960. 
Subject: The hurricane flood protection for Pawcatuck, Conn. 


Hon. FRANK KOWALSKI, 
Congressman at Large, Connecticut, 
U.S. House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
_— 


Dear Mr: KowatLskI: Pioneer Lodge No. 627, International Association of 
Machinists, AFL-CIO, representing over 400 employees of the Cottrell Co., 
Pawcatuck, Conn., have wholeheartedly and unanimously endorsed the hurricane 
flood protection project, and are now wondering about its progress for authoriza- 
tion by Congress. 

There has been considerable lost time and income, as well as serious losses 
and large expense, in the hurricane floods which have occurred frequently in the 
past. In fact, the livelihood and welfare of our members and their families, 
as well as other employees in the area, are continually in jeopardy. 

The future security of jobs, and the growth of Lodge No. 627 and the em- 
ployer, the Cottrell Co., depends mainly on the elimination of the flood hazard. 

May we ask that you do all possible in obtaining authorization for the project 
as soon as possible. 

With kind regards. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK STEFANSKI, Business Agent. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
February 8, 1960. 
Senator DiENNIS CIIAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
4202 Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAveZ: Enclosed is a copy of a letter dated February 4 
addressed to me by Mr. C. M. Baker, Jr., vice president and general manager, the 
Cottrell Co., Westerly, R.I. It is self-explanatory. 

I am also sending you the enclosures referred to in Mr. Baker’s letter to me, 

Yours sincerely, 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN. 


Tre Correct Co., 
Westerly, R.I., February 4, 1960. 
Hon, THeopore FRANCIS GREEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
Subject: Docket No. 1090, the hurricane flood protection for Pawcatuck, Conn. 

Dear SENATOR GREEN: Because of your concern and interest in the subject 
project, may we ask your cooperation in its becoming a part of the H.R. bill 
7634, omnibus river and harbor, beach erosion, and flood control bill, which has 
not been acted upon by the Senate as yet. It is now in the Senate Public Works 
Committee. 

While it appears to be a Connecticut project, Westerly, R.I. is greatly bene- 
fited also. Two-thirds of the employees of the two major plants. The Cottrell 
Co. and the Raython Co., and their families live in Westerly, R.I. which is 
adjacent to Paweatuck, the Pawcatuck River separating the two towns and 
States. Flood protection is required for safety in life, prevention of disease 
from polluted waters, and for the continuance of their employment. 

For your immediate convenience, we are enclosing pertinent matter concern- 
ing the project. 

With our best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. M. BAKER, JR., 
Vice President and General Manager. 


IZNCLOSURE A 
TIURRICANE FLOOD PROTECTION OF PAWCATUCK, CONN. 
Docket Item 1090 
LISTS OF BILLS—DOCKET NUMBERS—OTHER MATTERS 


Law 85-500—approved by President July 3, 1958. The name is the omnibus 
river and harbor and flood control bill. This act authorizes construction of 139 
river and harbor, beach erosion and flood control projects in 44 States, Alaska, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

H.R. 7634, omnibus river and harbor, beach erosion and flood control bill 
passed the House July 16, 1959. 

(Nore 1.—This bill did not include docket item 1090, hurricane flood protec- 
tion of Pawcatuck, Conn.) 

(Nore 2.—The bill is now in Senate Public Works Committee for study and 
review to take place about the middle of February-March 1, 1960.) 

Docket item 1090 can be included in the bill by amendment, and due processes 
of Congress. 

This omnibus bill is the soundest and most worthwhile of its kind to come 
before Congress in years. It is hoped that it will be passed in this session of 
the 86th Congress. 

Docket item 1090, hurricane flood protection of Pawcatuck, Conn. is listed in 
the Congressional Record of the 86th Congress, Ist session on proceedings and 
debates. 

Docket No. 212, 86th Congress, 1st session. Name is “authorizing the construc- 
tion, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers, harbors, for 
navigation and flood control, and other purposes,” outlines House action. 
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ENCLOSURE B 
4, LEGISLATIVE STATUS 
ExHripir 4—A 


(a) Law 85-500 approved by President, July 3, 1958. The name is the omnibus 
river and harbor and flood control bill. ‘This act authorizes construction of 139 
river and harbor, beach erosion, and flood control projects in 44 States, Alaska, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

Jongress authorized the hurricane survey by the U.S. Army Engineers and it 
was completed in compliance with the authorization contained in the Law 71. 

The New England Division Engineer, U.S. Army, Brig. Gen. Alden K. Sibley 
recommended the project (docket 1090) as outlined in paragraph 59 of October 6, 
1958, survey report. 

(b) ELR. bill 7634 was passed July 16, 1959. The Pawcatuck hurricane flood 
prevention project was not in the bill, as finally passed, although recommended 
by the Army Engineers and the sponsors, Senators and Congressmen as listed 
in the application. 

The bill is now before the Senate Public Works Committee for consideration. 
The project can be included in the bill by Senate amendment, and joint House 
and Senate ratification. 

(c) Public hearings, town and State officials and all agencies involved have 
acted upon the project favorably and approved same where necessary. There 
were no objections or private objectors. 

(d) The project has advanced in status to the stage where Federal authoriza- 
tion is justified. 

(e) See Pawcatuck U.S. Army Engineers’ report of October 6, 1958, for sup- 
porting evidence. 

ENCLOSURE D-1 


SYLLABUS 


The division engineer finds that a serious problem of flooding from hurricanes 
and storms exists in the principal industrial area of Paweatuck, Conn. The 
acuteness of the problem is indicated by the fact that total flood damages of 
over $2 million, at 1958 price levels, would result from a recurrence of the two 
recent severe hurricanes, September 1938, and August 1954, in the area of pro- 
posed protection. 

The division engineer recommends the construction of a dike and land wall 
system extending along the west bank of the Pawcatuck River which would 
provide local protection for the principal industrial area of Paweatuck, in the 
town of Stonington, Conn. The estimated first cost is $585,000, of which 
$409,000 is the cost to the United States. 


ENCLOSURE D-2 


43. Recurring tidal-flood losses.—On the basis of stage-loss data obtained from 
field investigation of damages, estimates have been made of the recurring losses 
that would be experienced in future hurricanes at the various stages above and 
below the 1954 flood level. These losses are summarized in table 4, below. 
Additional data on the determination of recurring losses and a breakdown of 
anticipated recurring losses in the Pawcatuck industrial area are included in 
appendix C. 


TABLE 4.—Recurring tidal-flood losses in Pawcatuck River area (1958 price 
level)—Pawcatuck (Stonington), Conn., and Westerly, R.I. 





Flood stage | Recurring 
Recurring hurricane (feet, mean losses 
sea level) 









Sept. 21, 1938 11.1 $2, 600, 000 
Aug. 31, 1954 10.4 1, 900, 000 
NPI, 220i ork oo So Sn i Fo eee Ded ORR dE oe 7.6 200, 000 


44. Average annual flood losses.—Average annual flood losses in the indus- 
trialized Mechanic Street area in Pawcatuck, as determined from damage- 
frequency relationships, are estimated at $67,000. 
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45. Scare costs.—In addition to tidal-flood losses, significant costs result from 
the institution of temporary preventive measures following a hurricane warning 
even though the anticipated hurricane does not cause flooding. Included among 
such measures are provisions for sandbagging windows and other openings, 
installation of pumping facilities, and plans for temporary evacuation of space, 
machinery, and other equipment likely to be flooded. It is estimated that scare 
costs to industrial interests in the Mechanic Street section of Paweatuck will 
amount to $6,000 in each hurricane scare. Based on a frequency of four warn- 
ings every 10 years, a frequency consistent with past records in this area and 
adjacent coastal areas, average annual scare costs for the Mechanic Street 
industrial area amount to $2,400. 


ENCLOSURE D-3 
CONCLUSIONS 


81. It is concluded that Pawcatuck, Town of Stonington, Conn., has sustained 
heavy damages in the past due to flooding caused by hurricanes and other great 
storms; and that this area faces the continuing threat of similar damages in the 
future. It is further concluded that protection against tidal flooding can be 
attained most suitably through the construction of a dike-land wall system at the 
principal industrial area of Pawcatuck at a first cost of $585,000. This plan, 
which would afford a high degree of protection, is amply justified, having a 
benefit-cost ratio of 2.1 to 1. 

RECOM MENDATIONS 


82. It is recommended that a plan of local protection against hurricane floods 
be authorized for Pawcatuck, Conn., as described in paragraph 59 of this report, 
consisting of a dike and accessory works. The presently estimated first cost of 
the project is $585,000 to be borne jointly by the United States and local interests. 
The estimated first cost to the United States is $409,000. 

It is further recommended that the project be authorized subject to the condi- 
tion that local interests cooperate to the following extent : 

(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way necessary for the construction of the project. 

(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
works. 

(c) Accomplish without cost to the United States all relocations of and modi- 
fications to the existing storm-drainage system, and utilities made necessary by 
reason of construction of the project; the costs incurred to be credited to the 
required local cash contribution to the project first cost. 

(d) Operate and maintain all the works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

(e) Contribute in cash an amount, presently estimated at $86,000, equal to 
30 percent of the first cost with credit allowed for the costs incurred in fulfilling 
local cooperation requirements (a) and (c) above. 

ALDEN K. SIsBiey, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Division Engineer. 
Enclosures : 
1. Plate 1—General plan. 
File No. PAC-—1-—1000. 
2. Plate 2—Protection plan. 
File No. PAC-1-1001. 


ENcLosurRE D-4 


68. Tangible benefits —Bvaluated benefits for the Pawcatuck local protection 
plan include average annual flood damages prevented by the plan and benefits 
from the elimination of scare costs in the protected area. Total average annual 
flood damage prevention benefits are estimated at $55,000, at 1958 prices. Ap- 
proximately 83 percent of this amount could be credited to fresh-water flood pre- 
vention benefits. This amount equals the difference between the average annual 
losses in the Pawcatuck industrial area before potection and the residual average 
annual losses after addition of protective works. 

Average annual benefits from the elimination of scare costs amount to $2,500. 
Thus the total average annual benefits accruing to the plan are $57,400. 

69. Unevaluated tangible benefits—In view of the small area encompassed by 
the protection plan and the high degree of industrial and residential develop- 
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ment within the area, no significant enhancement benefits are anticipated in the 
protected area. Since the 1954 flood, the Bostitch Corp., the more northerly of 
the two large industrial firms in the protected area, has moved to a larger plant 
outside the Pawcatuck area. It is anticipated that their well-designed, up-to- 
date Pawcatuck plant will be reoccupied by industrial tenants irrespective of 
protective works. As the primary factor influencing relocation of the Bostitch 
firm in 1957 was the need for additional space, rather than an endeavor to avoid 
flood costs, the benefits accruing from protection of their Pawcatuck plant have 
been computed as flood damage prevention benefits based on the normal industrial 
reoccupancy of the plant. 

70. Intangible benefits Construction of adequate protective works in the 
Mechanic Street section of Pawcatuck would greatly reduce the threat to life 
and the danger of disease from polluted floodwaters in this industrial-residential 
area. Insecurity and worry among the residents concerning unpredictable hur- 
ricane flooding would be virtually eliminated. The benefits are enhanced by 
items given below: 

Number 1. The Raytheon Co. have purchased the Bostitch plant and are now 
starting operations (January 1960). Eventually the employment will be well 
over 400. The Raytheon Co. is a very important supplier of defense materials. 

Number 2. The Cottrell Co., located in the flood area, employs 450-1,000 people. 
It has been, and is considered a well qualified and important supplier of Navy 
ordnance materials, and is important to defense. In the 1954 flood, considerable 
damage to Government facilities and delays in schedules occurred. 


ENCLOSURE E 


STatTE oF CONNECTICUT, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, August 26, 1958. 
Brig. GEN. ALDEN K. SIBLEy, 
New England Division Engineer, 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 
Boston, Mass. 

DEAR GENERAL SristEy: This will refer to your letter of August 22 requesting 
— concerning the report on hurricane tidal-flood protection at Pawcatuck, 

onn. 

I have consistently supported sound programs for the protection of the people 
of Connecticut and their development against damages from floods and hur- 
ricanes. The Stonington area has suffered heavy damage from tidal flooding 
pp — hurricanes and protection against the recurrence of such damages 
8 needed. 

At the present time there are no specific State funds available for participat- 
ing in such projects in accordance with the requirements as contained in your 
letter. However, the executive, legislative, and administrative agencies of the 
State have cooperated and participated in sound projects in the past and now 
there is no reason to assume that the same policies will not be followed in a 
sound program for the protection of the Stonington area when such a project 
reaches the stage of construction. 

Sincerely, 
Ase Rrercorr, Governor. 


A STATEMENT TO THE U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, REGARDING 
AUTHORIZATION OF THE COLEBROOK RIVER DAM ON THE WEST BRANCH OF THE 
FARMINGTON RIVER 


As the background from which one speaks may be pertinent here, this is mine: 
Master of science, School of Natural Resources, University of Michigan, 1954; 
watershed management and reservoir development, Aluminium Ltd., Canada and 
British Guiana, 1954-57; executive director of Farmington River Watershed 
Association, Connecticut, 1957 to present. This statement represents my own 
opinions exclusively. 

I have made a detailed study of the Army’s “Interim Report on Review of 
Survey, Farmington River Basin,” of December 31, 1958, with recent revisions. 

The proposed Colebrook River Dam could be many things. If it is authorized 
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now, all that is actually known about what is being authorized is that a dam 
would store floodwaters to at least elevation 718 feet and prevent as much 
flood damage as it is feasible to build against. 

Beyond those meager facts, nothing has been defined or agreed concerning 
effects the project would have on the Farmington River Valley. Most, if not all, 
of the decisions to be made rest with State and local agencies. At the same 
time, it is unreasonable that a plan in such a state of indecision be added 
to any public agency’s backlog of authorized projects, with a request for appro- 
priation sure to follow. 

No one knows: 

1. How high the dam would be. (The two alternatives for which author- 
ization is sought vary by 29 feet in elevation.) 

2. Whether or not the site’s water supply potential would be utilized. 
(The decision now rests with the Hartford Metropolitan District.) 

3. Where route 8 will be relocated. (One of two lines under study bisects 
a State forest. This is not an easily replaced asset, and its possible damage 
is not reflected in project cost figures. The landowner who donated the 
original 500 acres of that State forest intends to will more adjacent property 
to the State if a highway does not destroy its wild quality.) 

4. How water will be regulated at this dam of unknown size. (The 
director of the Connecticut State Board of Fisheries and Game stated at a 
public meeting that water might be so warmed as to destroy the entire 
downstream Farmington River trout fishery. All of the agencies involved 
were represented and none answered his concern. The method of regula- 
tion adopted would control boating, esthetics, fish and wildlife habitat, and 
public use of shore areas. These important project results have neither 
been defined nor assessed.) 

5. What compensation will be made to Massachusetts for lands flooded 
in that State. (Massachusetts has asked for changes in river regulation, 
but Connecticut has not agreed.) 

Supposedly, all these matters are left to be resolved in the final design stage. 
But aside from the flood control feature, they are the project. When they have 
all been resolved it could become apparent that the Hogback Reservoir should 
be left as it is, that the real total of both tangible and intangible costs makes 
the project infeasible, and that the flood storage our valley needs would cost 
less at another site. 

I am not part of any group or interest which stands to lose or gain from 
this project. My entire concern is that some priceless natural resources be 
put to their wisest possible use. When the unknowns attending the Colebrook 
River Dam become knowns, I may be among its stanchest supporters. Until 
that time, I oppose its being given any measure of approval. 

Respectfully submitted. 

SyDNEY HoweE, 
Glen Road, Granby, Conn. 
NEW YORK 


Senator Kerr. I notice that Senator Keating is in the audience. 

Senator, do you have a statement with reference to some project 
before us today ? 

Senator Keattna. I do, Mr. Chairman, a short statement. 

Senator Kerr. With reference to what project ? 

Senator Kreatine. With reference to five which are already in the 
House bill and three which we are seeking to have added. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH B. KEATING, A SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Senator Keating. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity 


to appear before you regarding this House bill, H.R. 7634, and Senate 
amendments thereto. 
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Mr. Chairman, I say this with some hesitancy, knowing the pungent 
wit of the chairman, but it so happens that one of the New York State 
papers is doing a “Day with Keating” today, and this being one of my 
important appointments, they want to take a picture of me while I 
am talking, and it would be hard for them to take a picture when I 
was not talking, but I mean talking here before the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma, so that is the reason for this photographic 
display. 

oeciee Kerr. I want to say to the Senator that I understand both 
their attitude and his, and I am entirely in sympathy with both. 

Senator Krarine. I appreciate that very much. 

Senator Kerr. Anything I can do to go along in a manner that will 
be beneficial to the Senator I will be glad to do. 

Senator Krartnc. You are most gracious and kind, 

I am making this statement, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of both Sen- 
ator Javits and myself, inasmuch as Senator Javits is out of the coun- 
try on official Senate business. 

He has asked me to convey his appreciation to the committee for 
permitting me to submit this joint statement on behalf of both of us. 

We urge favorable consideration, without change or amendment, of 
the five New York State projects already included in H.R. 7634 as 
passed by the House, These projects are: 

Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets ($6,858,000), a navigation project 
under title I of the bill, as recommended in House Document No. 126; 

Buffalo Harbor ($2,352,000), a navigation project under title I of 
the bill, as recommended in House Document No. 151; and, Mr. Chair- 
man, later in the afternoon you will hear from Mr. John A. Ulinski, 
president of the Council of Lake Erie Ports, who will go into some 
detail regarding this Buffalo Harbor proposition, and he is one of 
our highly respected people in that area, I wanted to inform the 
chairman about him. 

Rye Harbor (Playland Marine), a beach erosion control project 
under title I of the bill; 

Cayuga Inlet ($3,950,000), a flood-control project under title II of 
the bill, as recommended by House Document 204 ; 

Smokes Creek ($1,974,000), a flood-control project under title IT of 
the bill, as recommended by House Document No. 200. 

All of the above projects are essential to the preservation and pro- 
ductive use of New York State’s water resources. They reflect sound 
and experienced engineering determinations, and in our opinion, are 
the minimum required to go forward with a comprehensive plan for 
adequate navigation, flood control and recreational facilities within 
our State. You have before you last year’s hearings, the expressions 
of local interest and support for all these projects, and Senator Javits 
and I have transmitted to you this month expressions of the continu- 
ing interest and desire to cooperate in these projects on the part of the 
local officials involved. 

In addition to the projects already included in H.R. 7634, there are 
three vital projects which the committee has under consideration. 
These are: 

East Basin of Mamaroneck Harbor ($105,000), a navigation proj- 
ect under title I of the bill; 
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Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point ($19,400,000), a beach erosion 
control project under title I of the bill ; A 

Rochester Harbor ($2,445,000), a navigation project under title I 
of the bill. 

It is our understanding that all the necessary reports from inter- 
ested officials and agencies with regard to the Mamaroneck Basin proj- 
ect have been forwarded to the Chief of Engineers and that the Sec- 
retary of the Army has sent the committee his report. 

Senator Kerr. Right there, Senator, let me say that I was quite 
interested in the presentation by the corps of these projects. I was 
quite interested in the presentation by the corps especially in your 
Rochester Harbor and your Fire Island Inlet-Montauk Point—— 

Senator Kratine. Yes. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). Beach erosion control project. It ap- 
peared to me to be one of great merit. 

You are aware, of course, that the reports on these two are not in, 
either from the Departments or the State of New York, and I would 
say to both you and your colleague that if it were possible to get word 
in here from the agencies who have been asked to make a report it 
would form a basis for consideration that is now inadequate. 

Senator Kratina. I realize that, Mr. Chairman, and we are urgin 
speed in the presentation of those reports on those two other pro)- 
ects. The Mamaroneck one—— 

Senator Kmrr. Is in. 

Senator Katine. You have your reports. 

Senator Kerr. We have our reports on that. 

Senator Keatine. But on the other two they are not in, I realize 
that, and we are still practically daily urging them to get their re- 
ports in which, we understand, will be favorable, but they have not. 
We realize that this committee must have those reports before them 
before they can take action. ; 

Senator Kerr. We do not have to have them before us, but it is en- 


oT possible that if we act without them we might endanger the 
ill. 


Senator Keatine. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. I say to you, frankly, that the committee has called 
on agencies to expedite their report because of the impression that we 
had that especially your beach erosion control project under title I 
of the bill along Long Island seemed to have elements of a real 
emergency. 

Senator Kratinc. That is correct, I believe it does, and I am very 
grateful to the chairman and to the committee for making that a mat- 
ter of record, the necessity for speed here. 

I realize the committee can act without. it, but it is traditional to 
get the reports, first, and normally it is difficult to have the committee 
act without them, and I can understand it. 


Senator Kerr. In the absence of consideration of an emergency we 
rarely ever do it. 


Senator Kratine. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. And we would especially hope that you would be 
able to help get these reports in. 

Senator Kratine. I appreciate that, and I will urge that and, per- 
haps, I can speed this up some because the chairman has indicated 
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his awareness of our problem, and when you think you sort of have 
the court with you you do not want to overdo it. So I would just like 
to say a couple of things about these other two projects, the Fire 
Island and the Rochester Harbor. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. 

Senator Keattnc. The reports from certain interested State and 
Federal agencies on the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point project 
have not as yet, we understand, been received. We are doing every- 
thing we can to speed receipt of these reports by the Chief of Engi- 
neers so that the committee can consider this project in full context. 
We believe that it is absolutely essential to act now to protect and take 
maximum advantage of a magnificent stretch of beaches and inlets 
along the south shore of Long Island in Suffolk County. 

Suffolk County’s population has increased 230 percent since 1930, 
and it is certain that the rate of increase will be even greater in the 
years ahead. The oceanside area under consideration supports shell- 
fish and commercial fishing industries, and truck, dairy and poultry 
farming, and every summer thousands upon thousands of vacationers 
from all over the East swell the permanent population. We New 
Yorkers can truly and proudly say, and it is perfectly safe to say here 
in the presence of the distinguished Senator from Oklahoma, that 
Long Island’s south shore offers the finest bathing, yachting, fishing 
and hunting facilities on the Atlantic coast. 

Some of my brethren from other States on the Atlantic Coast will 
take issue with that, but I know that they would say that we have 
good facilities, at least along those lines. 

Efforts by the State, county and municipal governments, and by 
private interests, to protect this splendid area from beach erosion, 
floods and hurricanes have been commendable thus far, but inadequate 
to do the job. Federal Government assistance has been extremely 
limited. It is time now for all interested parties to join together 
to undertake a comprehensive program of shore and dune restoration, 
beach planting and nourishment, and construction, whereby preven- 
tion of loss of life, beach erosion and property damage, will be sub- 
stantially enhanced, and a great vacationland will be saved for future 
generations. 

Of equal importance is the Rochester Harbor project. The District 
and Division Engineers and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, have both recommended the navigation improvements re- 
quested under this project. They have reported that vessel traffic 
in the port of Rochester indicates the need for modification of existing 
project and state that the project is economically justified and advis- 
able as the ratio of benefits to costs is estimated as 2.5. ‘The modifica- 
tions would provide for : 

A depth of 24 feet in the channel from the lake to the west pier; 

A depth of 23 feet between the piers and in the lower river to the 
oo ork Central Railroad bridge, including the existing turning 

in: 
A depth of 21 feet from the bridge to the upstream project limit, 
with suitable widening at the bends; and 

An upstream turning basis 21 feet deep and 650 feet wide adjacent 
to the improved channel, with too mooring dolphins. 


44845 —60—pt. 3-26 
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This project is absolutely necessary if the port of Rochester is to 
realize fully the potential of the St. Lawrence Seaway. Although 
the city will continue to be an important industrial center and world 
leader in various products, it can and should become a vital commer- 
cial crossroads of the future, located as it is at the mouth of the 
Genesee River, only a half mile from Lake Ontario. The port of 
Rochester is cane with many natural advantages. The port’s loca- 
tion to the east of the Welland Canal opens up distinct transshipment 
possibilities. A ship coming to the United States by way of the 
seaway must meal through the limited cargo-handling facilities of 
the canal to find transportation, banking, and commercial facilities 
comparable to Rochester. As a result, the port becomes a logical 
place—particularly because of its ready and excellent access to all 
forms of transportation—for extensive transshipment to myriad 
points beyond the city’s normal trading area. 

Included among the important transportation attributes of Roches- 
ter are service by 5 railroads, more than 100 trucklines, several air- 
lines, and the Barge Canal. The proximity of the New York State 
Thruway is another plus for the city. 

It already has a 1,200-foot marginal dock with several modern 
warehouses, rail sidings, and adequate storage facilities. AJ] main 
highway connections are readily accessible. There is an 800-foot turn- 
ing basin which can handle most any ship capable of traveling through 
the seaway and calling at the port. Upstream the channel continues 
to the coal dock of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. and the un- 
loading facilities of the Rochester-Portland Cement Co. 

Future trade through the Port of Rochester is keyed both to the 
potential of increased commerce via the seaway and the expansion 
and improvement of present facilities of the port. The present 20- 
foot depth in the harbor is not adequate to accommodate vessels 
loaded to full seaway draft. Deepening of harbor channels and major 
reconstruction of existing deep-draft docks will be essential if seaway 
traffic is to be accommodated. 

Before the city became an industrial center, it was a commercial 
crossroad. We feel that in the future Rochester can become both an 
industrial hub and a commercial terminal if the potential of the Port 
of Rochester is adequately exploited in line with the St. Lawrence 
Seaway trade and business implications. 

I am extremely grateful to the chairman for permitting me to come 
rather out of order and say these few words on behalf of these proj- 
ects, and I shall certainly urge the necessary agencies to get their 
reports in, and if I may be permitted to do so, I shall say that the 
chairman stressed also the importance of that. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Senator KeaTina. "Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. There will be inserted at this point in the record the 
correspondence relating to the New York projects. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 

SurroLtk County, N.Y., 
Riverhead, Long Island, N.Y., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: I request favorable action on bill H.R. 7634, the omnibus legislation 

concerning rivers and harbors. 
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This bill includes a proposed stabilization of the Moriches-Shinnecock Inlet 
in Suffolk County in which we are interested and which is of extreme importance 
to the general economy of Suffolk County. 

Yours very truly, 
H. Lee Dennison, County Executive. 


Boarp OF EDUCATION, 
VOCATIONAL AND INDUSTRIAL Arts EpucATION, 
Lackawanna, N.Y., March 22, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS N. CHAVEZ, 
Chraiman on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: The citizens of the city of Lackawanna, N.Y., will 
appreciate it very much if you would kindly lend your support for the passage 
of the public works omnibus bill which passed the House last session and is 
now pending in the Senate. 

Our local Congressman, the Honorable John R. Pillion, has informed me 
that the House will be unable to do anything more about the Smokes Creek 
project in Lackawanna until such time as the Senate passes the public works 
omnibus bill. 

Since 1953 Lackawanna has sustained losses in lives and damages of over 
$18 million. This project has been approved by all interested parties, including 
the U.S. Army Engineers, the State of New York, the city of Lackawanna, all 
public utilities companies, and Bethlehem Steel Co. 

With every good wish, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
ArtTHuR FE. WI111Is, 
Flood Coordinator and Director of Chamber of Commerce, City 
of Lackawanna, N.Y. 


IrHaca CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
New York, April 14, 1960. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAvEZ: The Ithaca Chamber of Commerce has long been on 
record as supporting the flood control project on Cayuga Inlet, as prepared by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

The need for this project is even more evident today than in the past—and 
this spring, while minor damage occurred, major flooding was escaped only by 
inches. In 1959, considerable damage occurred. 

In light of the apparent annual threat or actual flooding conditions caused 
by insufficient runoff areas, it is vitally important that this project be approved 
and construction started at the earliest possible date if land and building values 
covering a considerable portion of our city are to be preserved. Likewise, ex- 
pansion of our community into the flood-prone area has been and will be im- 
possible and cause continued loss of otherwise valuable land to our citizens. 

Very truly yours, 
R. F. McEtwee. President. 


Crry or IrHaca, 
TOMPKINS County. N.Y., 
April 14, 1960. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: There is being enclosed a statement in behalf of the 
city of Ithaca, N.Y., with respect to our request for including Ithaca’s Cayuga 
Inlet flood control project in the rivers and harbors bill. 

We believe that the statement and the material to which it refers will indi- 
cate the importance of this matter to the city. 

Cordially yours, 
Rapu C. Smiru, Mayor. 
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STATEMENT BY CITY OF ITHACA FOR INCLUSION OF ITHACA’S CAYUGA INLET 
ProJecT IN RIVERS AND Harpors BILL 


The Secretary of the Army has transmitted a letter from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, Department of the Army, dated May 22, 1959, submitting a favorable 
report together with accompanying papers and illustrations on a review of 
reports on Cayuga Inlet, Ithaca, N.Y., requested by a resolution of the committee 
on Public Works, House of Representatives, adopted October 16, 1951. 

This report with pertinent papers and illustrations have been published as 
House Document No. 204 of the 86th Congress, 1st session. It recommends a 
Federal project on Cayuga Inlet at Ithaca, N.Y., on the basis of a detailed 
engineering and damage survey by Army Engineers which indicates that the 
ratio of benefits to cost would be 1.2 to 1.0. 

Interested legislative bodies, including the Tompkins County Board of 
Supervisors and the city of Ithaca Common Council, have renewed their urgent 
request for this project within the past 10 days. Such action was occasioned 
by a flooding of the area under discussion on March 30 and 31 again this 
year. 

As indicated in the above-mentioned report, additional commercial and _resi- 
dential construction in this area susceptible to annual flooding has aggravated 
the danger and increased the necessity for Federal flood control action. 

The State of New York has assured the Federal Government, as indicated 
on page VII of the aforementioned report, of its willingness to participate and 
cooperate in the project. The city of Ithaca by formal resolution has also 
assured both the State and the Federal Governments that it stands ready to 
assume its financial obligations and to otherwise participate as required. 

Therefore, on behalf of the city of Ithaca, a community whose population 
is 30,000 and includes a student population of more than 10,000, I respectfully 
request approval by the Public Works Committee of the Senate of the rivers 
and harbors bill, including Ithaca’s Cayuga Inlet on the basis of : 

(1) The necessity for Federal flood control to stop frequent and serious flooding 
of residential and commercial areas of this city. 

(2) The indicated favorable ratio of benefits to costs. 

(3) The willingness of other governments, the State of New York, and the city 
of Ithaca to participate and assume their share of the cost as required by 
law. 

Respectfully submitted. 

RaceH C, Smitru, Mayor. 

Attest: 

[SEAL] Geo. A. BLEAN, City Clerk. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
April 20, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR: Enclosed herewith are several brief statements in support of 
public works projects included in H.R. 7634, on which your committee is presently 
holding hearings. 

I would greatly appreciate it if these statements could be included in the 
transcript of these hearings. 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
Jacos K. Javits, U.S. Senator. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Ithaca, N.Y., April 14, 1960. 
Senator Jacos K. Javits, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR JAvit: The Ithaca Chamber of Commerce has long been on rec- 
ord as supporting the flood control project on Cayuga Inlet, as prepared by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

The need for this project is even more evident today than in the past. And 


this spring, while minor damage occurred, major flooding was escaped only by 
inches. In 1959, considerable damage occurred. 
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In light of the apparent annual threat or actual flooding conditions caused by 
insufficient runoff areas, it is vitally important that this project be approved and 
construction started at the earliest possible date if land and building values 
covering a considerable portion of our city are to be preserved. Likewise, 
expansion of our community into the flood-prone area has been and will be 
impossible and cause continued loss of otherwise valuable land to our citizens. 

Very truly yours, 
R. F. McEtwee, President. 


MoRIcHes INLET STABILIZATION COMMITTEE, 
April 14, 1960. 
Re omnibus rivers and harbors bill H.R. 7634. 
Hon. Jacos K. Javits, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR JAvITs: We would appreciate your expressing the following to 
the committee hearing on April 19, 1960: 

The Moriches Inlet Stabilization Committee was organized in 1946 with the 
objective to have the Moriches Inlet stabilized and maintained. We represent 
35 organizations in this Moriches Bay area. The records before you will show 
that the commercial and pleasure boats use the inlet often. The inlet holds down 
pollution in the bays which allows a greater profit to our fishing and shell fishing 
industries along the south shore of Long Island. The inlet also acts as a safety 
valve when extra high tides are in Moriches Bay. We urgently request the 
support of this Moriches Inlet project for the health, safety, and business in the 
Moriches Bay area of Suffolk County, N.Y. 

Thanking you for your efforts on our behalf, 

Sincerely, 
Avuecust Stout, Jr., Chairman. 


BurFato, N.Y., April 14, 1960. 
Jacon K. Javits, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Senator Javits: Please submit following to Senate Public Works Committee 
concerning rivers and harbors bill. The Smokes Creek project is vital to the 
people of Lackawanna. Millions upon millions of dollars of damage has been 
done to homes and belongings as a result of seasonal flooding of creek and 
little, if any, of the damage has been covered by insurance. Our people are 
pleading for help and we fervently hope that your committee will approve the 
bill to provide the much needed relief. All of us will be deeply grateful for 
your favorable consideration. 

JouN CO. OGAREK, 
Mayor of Lackawanna, Lackawanna, N.Y. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PuBLIC WELFARE, 
July 27, 1959. 
Hon. Denn1Is CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Senator CHAvez: Under the provisions of section 101 of H.R. 7634, 
an authorization bill for rivers and harbors, beach erosion control, and flood 
control projects, now pending before your committee, improvements are pro- 
posed for the development of Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets, on the south 
shore of Long Island, N.Y. I respectfully refer to the report of the House of 
epee Committee on Public Works on H.R. 7634, at pages 9 to 11 
nclusive. 

This project is one which has deeply engaged the interest and attention of 
the residents of Long Island. It is most important in order to prevent the 
pollution of Moriches Bay and the destruction of the local shellfish industry. 
It is important also for the purpose of preventing an increase in insect pests, 
in avoiding the loss of a profitable tourist trade, and in preventing the loss 
of access to the ocean which is essential for the maintenance of a substantial 
fleet of commercial and pleasure craft. Further delay in the stabilization of 
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these inlets would have disastrous and possibly irreparable effects on the area, 
aggravating substantial damage which has already occurred. 

I earnestly commend this project to the attention of your committee as one 
which is eminently worth while in the interest of preserving the industry and 
well-being of the inhabitants of the south shore of Long Island. 

Sincerely, 
Jacos K,. JAvits. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE MORICHES, 
Center Moriches, Long Island, N.Y., February 26, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuAvez: We urge you to support pending legislation now before 
the Senate Public Works Committee relating to the stabilization and maintenance 
of the Moriches Inlet. 

Yours truly, 


JoHn CuMMINGS, Secretary. 


TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN BAYMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
East Moriches, Long Island, N.Y., March 1, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C, 


Dear Str: The Town of Brookhaven Baymen’s Association urges the passage 
of the Moriches Inlet stabilization bill. The benefits to commercial fishing and 
beach erosion will prove to be a great asset to the immediate vicinity and the 
State as a whole. 

Respectfully yours, 
Easert H. Howe tt, Secretary. 


CENTER MoricHes, N.Y., March 1, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: This is a plea and a prayer you will do all in your power to see that 
the Moriches Inlet becomes a federally approved waterway. 

Slight investigation will prove to you the absolute economic necessity of this 
inlet remaining open. 

Nature made it and nature closed it. I served as vice president of the Moriches 
Inlet Stabilization Committee through the long hard pull to have it reopened. 

While it was closed our entire bay area became unusable—it was a cesspool 
due to the runoff of the duck farms. There was no swimming. Our clam industry 
died. Our fishing industry died. Our oyster industry died. Need I tell you 
the terrible economic distress we all suffered during that period? 

Upon being able to have it finally reopened all of the above industries gradually 
came back and are now functioning. 

The ebb and flow of this inlet of pure ocean water is equal to the content of our 
bay so you can know how vital it is for the maintenance of our industries aside 
from the pleasure aspects. 

Should you require any factual information we have more than enough to 
convince anyone of the absolute necessity of this inlet becoming a Federal 
waterway. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNETH EB. Mockripce. 


Force River Boat Crvp, INC., 


Mastic, N.Y., March 7, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The above mentioned club respectfully urges you do all in your 
power to pass the bill for the stabilization of the Moriches Inlet now pending 
before the Senate Public Works Committee. 

Very truly yours, 


ELsiz Lorsten, Secretary. 
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LONG ISLAND FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
West Sayville, Long Island, N.Y., March 1, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: Due to the rapid increase in population on Long Island and the 
increased need for adequate waterways, the stabilization and maintenance 
of Shinnecock and Moriches Inlets on Long Island’s south shore is a “must.” 

The natural resources in the adjacent bays can only be saved by a sufficient 
tidal exchange. Adequate inlets are also necessary for the safe passage of 
vessels between the open sea and the safety of protected waters. 

H.R. 7654 is presently before the Senate Public Works Committee for con- 
sideration. It is the request of this association, composed of commercial fish- 
ermen, that you use the influence of your position to see that these important 
and necessary inlets receive sufficient Federal support so that the fishing in- 
dustry and the recreational boatmen are afforded safe waterways and that the 
fishery resources are protected. 

Should you require commercial and recreational data to support your efforts, 
the association will gladly furnish it and, if necessary, will appear before the 
committee. 

Very truly yours, 
NICHOLAS W. GRIEK, Hvecutive Secretary. 


Moricues YAcutr Cius, 
Center Moriches, Long Island, N.Y., March 17, 1960. 
Re Moriches Inlet, Suffolk County, N.Y. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Cuavez: The Moriches Yacht Club would like to urge you to work 
for the passage of the Senate Public Works bill which covers approval of 
Moriches Inlet project. 

Your efforts will be appreciated by our membership. 

Yours truly, 
JOHN NEWHAM, Secretary. 


SHIRLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Shirley, Long Island, N.Y., March 25, 1960. 


Re stablization and maintenance of Moriches Inlet. 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: On July 16, 1959, the bill covering the subject matter was passed 
by the House Public Works Committee. 

This bill is now pending before the Senate Public Works Committee. 

We request your cooperation and respectfully urge you to please lend your 
efforts to the support of this very vital project in the hope that we can real- 
ize in the very near future the objectives of the program. 

Thank you for your attention and cooperation in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert WM. D. HEINs, 
Heecutive Secretary. 


THE Mastic BEACH PROPERTY OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Mastic Beach, N.Y., March 21, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAvez: The Mastic Beach Property Owners Association Inc., wish 
to go on record to urge approval of legislation that will provide for Federal 
maintenance of the Moriches Inlet Waterway. 

Sincerely, 
GERTRUDE PARKER, Recording Secretary. 
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TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN, 
Patchogue, N.Y., March 17, 1960. 
Re Moriches Inlet. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Cuavez: The communities along the south shore of Long Island are 
very much interested in the stabilization of the Moriches Inlet. I would like 
to know if you can extend every effort to see that the Senate public works bill 
is passed this year. I feel sure that this will help this project along for I know 
it has been in the works for over 15 years. 

Counting on your continued support and effort. 

Sincerely, 


Avueust Srout, Jr., Supervisor. 





CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE MASTICS, INC., 


Mastic Beach, Long Island, N.Y., March 10, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Srr: Resolved, that the Chamber of Commerce of the Mastics, Inc., has, 
by unanimous vote, endorsed Federal Aid for the Moriches Inlet. 
We will appreciate your efforts in regard to this matter. 
Very truly yours, 


Tromas M. NEPPELL, President. 


Mastic, MoricHes, SuHirtey Democratic Crus, 


Mastic, L.I., N.Y., March 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: This is to inform you Mastic, Moriches, Shirley Democratic Club 
is supporting all efforts to stabilize and maintain Moriches Inlet. 
Very truly yours, 


AGNES VALERIUS, Secretary. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. John A. Ulinski. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. ULINSKI, PRESIDENT, COUNCIL OF LAKE 
ERIE PORTS 


Mr. Uxinsxr. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity of 
presenting this statement. I am president of the Council of Lake 
Erie Ports, and also executive deotee of the Niagara Frontier 
Port Authority, namely, the port of Buffalo, N.Y. 

The organization is composed of all governmental agencies—— 

Senator Kerr. May I ask you if you are addressing yourself to 
the same project as the one of Senator Keating? 

Mr. Utinsxki. With this exception, I represent all the ports on 
Lake Erie involving the States of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and also 
Michigan. This is a grou 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Uuinski. This is a group of ports called the Council of Lake 
Erie Ports, and the projects that are in the bill that definitely we 
ask you to appropriate proper moneys for, I mean the authorization, 
are Toledo Harbor, ah Cleveland, Lorain in Ohio, Ashtabula, 
Erie Harbor, the Buffalo Hatbor, the Trenton Channel, Mich., and 
Fairport, Ohio. 


, has, 
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We are deeply concerned with the enactment of this legislation 
as it is the very first plan to conform the depths of harbors to the 
corresponding depth of the St. Lawrence Seaway, namely, 27 feet, 
the new fourth coastline. 

Until this is done, the benefits to be accruing from the St. Law- 
rence Seaway are at a standstill and full advantages of this gigantic 
improvement are stymied. 

It is desired that your honorable body approve this bill, amended 
to include Fairport, Ohio, and the Trenton Channel in Michigan, in 
time to allow a request to be made to the House and Senate Appro- 
priations Committees for an appropriation of funds for the design 
and engineering costs of these projects to be included in the civil 
functions appropriations for fiscal year 1961. 

It is our firm and sincere request that no efforts be spared to adopt 
this legislation early so as to enhance the above appropriations being 
made. 

The economic gain shall be tremendous. Local and State authori- 
ties are considerate of this surge of interests and they have assisted 
materially in developing facilities in these ports readied for the 
accommodation of ships loaded to the full draft of these new 

vaterways. 

Presently, there is an economic loss charged to these ports because 
of the lack of the 27-foot-draft channels. 

We sincerely plead with your honorable committee to pass this 
legislation in time so that planning money may be appropriated and 
the projects get underway. 

Thank you very kindly. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Ulinski. Your statement together 
with a letter from Senator Joseph Clark will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
April 25, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Since the inauguration of the St. Lawrence Seaway, it 
has been clear that the Great Lakes ports which have access to the seaway 
must be deepened to 27 feet, the depth of the seaway. The omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill, as passed by the House, will authorize deepening the harbors at 
several of these ports, and I would like to emphasize the importance of their 
all going forward together, so as not to inhibit the development of any individual 
port. 

Pennsylvania’s only access to the seaway is the port of Erie. Through a de- 
velopment program that has had strong State and local support, Erie has built 
a first-rate oceangoing port. Officers for oceangoing vessels transiting the sea- 
way have compared its facilitits favorably with those of Buffalo and Cleveland, 
which are also in the omnibus bill. It is most important that the Erie project 
be authorized at the same time as Cleveland and Buffalo, so that it may compete 
on equal terms for seaway traffic. 

The attached letter from Erie’s port director will provide you with detailed 
facts about the importance of this project to Pennsylvania’s economic health 
and about the investment which public and private groups have already made 
in the development of Erie’s port. 

Sincerely yours, 


JosepH S. CLARK. 
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Port COMMISSION, THE CiITy OF ERIE, 
Erie, Pa., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. Joserpn §S. CLARK, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CLARK: The Port Commission of the City of Erie, Pa., wishes 
to go on record urging appropriation of $1,729,000 for deepening the harbor and 
making such other improvements to the harbor area as the U.S. Corps of Engi- 
neers recommend in their report filed December 1958 with the Chief of Staff. 

This project is needed to help the port of Erie realize the great potential traffic 
projected by the completion of the St. Lawrence Seaway at a 27-foot level. 

The deepwater seaway means much to the American economy along the 
“fourth seacoast” of the Nation, and the project proposed for Erie Harbor 
means that western Pennsylvania industrial and commercial establishments can 
compete more successfully for business throughout the world. 

Industrial and commercial development will be encouraged in those areas 
serviced by the St. Lawrence Seaway, whose building created many new ocean 
ports. The Erie area is one of those ports and is the only lake port in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Deeper water means that more economical transportation is made available 
to industry and commerce in general as the use of bigger ships will result in 
operational economics, which in turn will be reflected in lower ton costs for 
customers of the carriers. 

The Congress provided funds for building of the St. Lawrence Seaway with 
its navigational depth of 27 feet. 

Brie Harbor, as well as others on Lake Erie, need to be deepened to assure 
use of public and private facilities which already have provided water depths 
of 27 feet at their docks. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has spent more than $2 million in 
assisting the city of Erie’s Port Commission in developing one of the most 
modern general cargo piers on the entire Great Lakes system. 

The city’s contribution to the project has reached almost $1 million, making 
a total of nearly $3 million invested in the deep-water terminal. 

The Pennsylvania Railroad Co. has spent huge sums of money in recent years 
to provide 26- to 27-foot depths of water at their coal and iron ore docks. 

The Erie Sand & Gravel Co., in 1959, spent approximately a quarter of a 
million dollars in construction of pier extension. 

The Interlake Iron Co., users of more than 1 million tons of ore and lime- 
stone each year (all of it moved to Erie by water) is spending in 1960 more 
than $1 million to improve its plant which is located on the waterfront. 

The Port Commission has been informed indirectly that some of the above- 
mentioned private companies have plans for continuing improvements which 
may run into millions of dollars. 

These programs are of vital concern to the economie welfare of this section of 
Pennsylvania. 

The Port Commission of the city of Erie, now only 3 years old, is interested 
not only in the particular terminal which it has created at the direction of city 
officials, but in the general development of waterborne commerce for the entire 
port. 

The above-stated reasons indicate why the Commission is interested in the 
project before Congress at this time. 

We strongly urge the Congress to provide the funds which would initiate the 
project already authorized by the House, a project which would guarantee 
adequate deep water to the bulk cargo dock areas in Erie Harbor. 

Justification for this project was determined by the Army Engineers in the 
course of their study, and their position was sustained through reviews made 
by the proper agencies outside of the Buffalo district office where the recom- 
mendati.n originated. 

We reiterate that the port of Erie is Pennsylvania's only access to the St. 
Lawrence Seaway. 

It is Pennsylvania‘s only “ocean port” on the Great Lakes. 

The expenditure of more than a quarter billion dollars for building the St. 
Lawrence Seaway can become meaningless if funds are not provided at the 
earliest possible time for needed improvements in harbors such as Erie. 

Only through completion of these projects can the western Pennsylvania and 
other lake port areas derive the fullest advantage and benefits from the con- 
struction of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
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The Port Commission of Erie therefore prays for your earnest consideration 
in providing funds at this session of the Congress to inaugurate the deepening 
project for Erie Harbor. 

Sincerely yours, 
©, E. DinGier, Port Director. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A, ULINSKI, PRESIDENT, COUNCIL OF LAKE ERIE Ports 


My name is John A. Ulinski, president of the Council of Lake Erie Ports, and 
also executive director of the Niagara Frontier Port Authority, 482 City Hall, 
Buffalo, N.Y. 

The organization is composed of all governmental agencies operating ports 
on Lake Erie and associated interests in the port operations. 

It is my privilege to appear before you ‘to plead the support of the authoriza- 
tion bill for the deepening and improvement of all the ports on Lake Erie and 
respectfully ask your favorable consideration of the authorization of appropria- 
tions for the following: ports. 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio (H. Doc. 158, 86th Cong.), at an estimated cost of 
$14,684,000. 

Sandusky Harbor, Ohio (H. Doc. 144, 86th Cong.), at an estimated cost of 
$5,800,000. 

Cleveland Harbor, Ohio (H. Doe. 152, 86th Cong.) , $2,486,000. 

Lorain Harbor, Ohio (H. Doc. 166, 86th Cong.) , $19,323,000. 

Ashtubula, Ohio (H. Doc. 148, 86th Cong.) , $4,077,000. 

Erie Harbor, Pa. (H. Doc. 199, 86th Cong.) , $1,729,000. 

Buffalo Harbor, N.Y. (H. Doc. 151, 86th Cong.) , $2,352,000. 

Trenton Channel, Mich., $8,575,000." 

Fairport, Ohio, $2,768,000." 

We are deeply concerned with the enactment of this legislation as it is the 
very first plan to conform the depths of the harbors to the corresponding depth 
of the St. Lawrence Seaway ; namely, 27 feet, the new fourth coast line. 

Until this is done, the benefits to be accruing from the St. Lawrence Seaway 
are at a standstill and the full advantages of the gigantic improvement are 
stymied. 

It is desired that your honorable body approve this bill, amended to include 
Fairport, Ohio, and the Trenton Channel in Michigan, in time to allow a request 
to be made to the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, for an appro- 
priation of funds for the design and engineering costs of these projects to be 
included in the civil functions appropriations for fiscal year 1961. 

It is our firm and sincere request that no efforts be spared to adopt this legis- 
lation early so as to enhance the above appropriations being made. 

The economie gain shall be tremendous. Local and State authorities are con- 
siderate of this surge of interests and have assisted materially in developing 
facilities in these ports readied for the accommodation of ships loaded to the 
full druft of these new waterways. 

Presently, there is an economic loss charged to these ports because of the 
lack of the 27-foot draft channels. 

We sincerely plead with your honorable committee to pass this legislation in 
time so that planning money be appropriated and the projects get underway. 

Thank you kindly for this opportunity to be heard. 


Senator Kerr. Out of turn we will hear Mr. Kenneth J. Dahlka, 
commissioner, port of Detroit. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH J. DAHLKA, COMMISSIONER, PORT OF 
DETROIT 


Mr. Dantxa. Mr. Chairman, I first want to thank you, Senator and 
members of your committee, for your kind consideration. 

Mr. Chairman and members, my name is Kenneth J. Dahlka, com- 
missioner representing the Detroit, Wayne County Port Commission of 
Michigan, and I am here today to talk on the deepening of that part 





1 Additions made after approval by the Corps of Engineers too late to be included in 
-R. 7634 when before the House of Representatives. 
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of the Trenton Channel of the Detroit River known as the Wyandotte 
Reach, an area about 6 miles long, beginning at the extreme north end 
of the Trenton Channel and extending downbound to and including 
the turning basin at McLouth Steel Corp.’s Trenton plant. 

I am appearing before you today in support of an appropriation 
for the deepening of that part of the Trenton Channel approved by the 
Corps of Engineers in April 1959, and subsequently approved by the 
Board of Engineers, Rivers and Harbors, on October 20, 1959. 

The costs of the improvement, based on November 1958 prices, are 
estimated to be $10,380,000, of which $8,600,000 is Federal, including 
$3,500 for aids to navigation; $1,780,000 is non-Federal; modification 
of berthing area and lowering of submarine pipelines and cable 
crossings. 

The annual carrying charge would be $401,000, of which $326,000 
would be Federal, including $10,000 for additional maintenance of 
dredging, and $75,000 non-Federal. 

The annual benefits are estimated at $1,772,000, consisting of trans- 
portation savings of iron ore and limestone commerce that will result 
from the use of more eflicient fleets of larger vessels. 

‘The benefit-cost ratio is 4.4 to 1. 

This channel, with a present depth of 21 feet, permits the use of 
10,000-ton vessels with a draft of less than 21 feet. 

You will note that ships of the 10,000-ton class will load about 50 
tons per inch of draft, and ships of 20,000-ton class will load to about 
95 tons per inch of draft. 

If this channel were deepened to 27 and 28 feet, it would allow the 
larger type ship to be used in the area, therefore, reducing the costs of 
transportation considerably. 

The Detroit, Wayne County, Port Commission in conjunction with 
15 cities, 9 townships, 3 villages, the Board of Wayne County Super- 
visors, the Wayne County Supervisors Association, Wayne County 
AFL-CIO, and the International Joint Teamsters Council No. 43, 
join together in asking you to support an authorization of this project. 

Thank you very kindly. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Dahlka. 


We now come to some witnesses having to do also with the State | 


of Michigan, and I wonder if Mr. Beaton of Senator McNamara’s 
staff, would care to have anything to say in the absence of his great 
Senator. 


Mr. Beaton. I am Harold D. Beaton of Senator McNamara’s staff, | 


Senator Kerr. 

As you have just. stated, Senator McNamara, a member of this sub- 
committee, would be here today if it were possible, to make a brief 
statement on behalf of two Michigan projects, and to introduce wit- 
nesses from Michigan who will testify on behalf of these projects. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Mr. Beaton, let me say, as you know, the Sena- 
tor has talked to me and the committee about both the Trenton Chan- 
nel and Manistee Harbor, and has borne down with his customary 
vigor and effectiveness, and we are mighty happy to have statements 
here in support of the position which the Senator has taken. 

I would warn the witnesses that we have quite a task to support the 
many things which the Senator has said, and I would hope that noth- 


ing you would say would in any way diminish the impact of what he 
has already told us. 





§T! 
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yandotte | stATEMENT OF HON. PAT McNAMARA, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 


te STATE OF MICHIGAN, AS PRESENTED BY HAROLD D. BEATON, 
®} ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

peat Mr. Bearon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
d be the} ‘The statement of Senator McNamara is as follows: 

y thet Mr. Chairman, as you know, H.R. 7634, the House omnibus author- 
. ization bill for Public Works—rivers and harbors, which passed the 
1€@S, Are F House on July 16, 1959, is now before our subcommittee. 
cluding On March 1 of this year, the Secretary of the Army approved and 
ification transmitted to the Congress and to our Senate Committee on Public 
id cable Works the report of the District Engineer as received and approved 
$396,000 by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, with the recom- 
aliens of mendations of the Board and recommendations of the district and 


division engineers. All agree that modification of the existing Fed- 
eral project for Manistee Harbor, Mich., to serve the needs of existing 
and prospective vessel traflic, consisting largely of dredging and 
straightening the channel, is economically justified and advisable sub- 
ject to certain conditions of local cooperation. The ratio of benefits 
tocost has been fixed at 1.3. 


of trans- 
ll result 


© use of Construction is recommended, providing that certain assurances are 
bout. 50 given by local interests. I am informed that on April 5, the electors 


of the city of Manistee approved a bond issue for the city’s share of 
the cost of constructing the Maple Street Bridge and the channel im- 
provements. Mr. Keith Wilson, director of the Michigan State 


to about 


llow the Waterways Commission will either testify or submit a statement to 
costs of | the committee on behalf of that State agency, giving assurances of 
, local cooperation. In addition, there are witnesses here who will 
ion with | testify both as to the project and as to these local improvements. 
 Super- I concur, of course, with the recommendations of the district engi- 
County | jeer, the division engineer, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
ine Harbors, and Gen. E. C. Itschner, Chief of Engineers. 


I might also point out that I have received communications from 
practically every citizen’s group in Manistee, Mich., and letters from 
— citizens of Manistee in all walks of life, urging me to do what I can 
le Stue | to secure the inclusion of this project in H.R. 7634 so I therefore 
amaras | respectfully request that the Manistee project, including the Maple 
WS great | Street Bridge, be included in this measure. 

That concludes the Senator’s statement insofar as the Manistee 
project is concerned, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Will you present your other witnesses? 


v’s staff, | 


oe Mr. Beaton. Yes, Mr.Chairman. May I now introduce Mr. Harry 
Seal ser Zimmerman of Manistee. Mr. Zimmerman is here but he will not 


make a statement. 

acts. We will start off with Mr. Robert Wilson, and Mr. Roger Campbell, 
le Sena- city attorney of Manistee, who will discuss with you the status of 
n Chan- | the bond issue and other assurances of local cooperation. 

stomary | Senator Kerr. Which one will you call on first ? 

tements | Mr. Beaton. Mr. Wilson. 


port the Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Wilson. 
ort the 


at noth- 


what he 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT WILSON, CHAIRMAN, RIVERS AND HAR. 
BORS COMMITTEE, MANISTEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Wixson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert Wilson, chairman of the Rivers 
and Harbors Committee of the Manistee County Board of Commerce, 
Tam a resident of the city of Manistee, Mich. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee to 
briefly describe the urgent need of our request for including the Man- 
istee project as an item in H.R. 7634, the omnibus authorizing legis- 
lation for flood control, rivers and harbors projects. Federal funds, 
supplemented with those of our community, will provide improve- 
ments of the Manistee River Channel to a depth of 23 feet. Widen- 
ing of the channel at the bends will also be provided. It will provide 
for the elimination of the obsolete Maple Street Bridge by the con- 
struction of a new bridge in accordance with section VI, Public Law 
647, 76th Congress as amended (33 USCA 516). This channel con- 
nects our Manistee Lake harbor with Lake Michigan. 

The harbor of Manistee, adjacent to a town of 10,000 people, han- 
dles 700,000 tons annually. Existing industry, dependent upon eco- 
nomical transportation, is being hampered by the fact that larger lake 
vessels cannot enter the harbor. Coupled with this disadvantage is 
the disturbing fact that the 7,000-ton, self-unloading vessels presently 
employed are fast disappearing from the Great Lakes. 

This restriction to our harbor is created by the relationship of the 
span between the existing bridge abutments of the Maple Street 
Bridge and a sharp bend in the channel directly upstream from this 
bridge. The first photograph attached to this statement portrays 
this problem. ‘The major portion of the requested improvements are 
outlined in white. 

As you know, the Committee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives authorized a survey report by the U.S. Corps of En- 
gineers on January 29, 1955. This report, which received the ap- 
proval of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Decem- 
ber 1959, is now before your committee. It states that the project has 
tangible benefits the ratio of 1.3 to 1 “indicating improvement of the 
project is economically justified.” 

These financial benefits accrue largely in the form of freight sav- 
ings derived from the use of larger lake vessels. The urgent nature 
of this project was fully realized during the 1959 shipping season. 
During this period, even the small 7,000-ton vessels encountered diffi- 
culty negotiating the river channel. Frequently, as shown by the at- 
tached photos, tugs had to be employed to assist the vessels since they 
were not able to maneuver the channel, clear the bridge, and navigate 
the bend under their own power. 

This situation, if it continues, will raise havoc with our harbor 
based industry. Rail transportation for coal alone would increase 
the delivered price of coal approximately $1.30 per ton. Water ex- 
port from our harbor would also be drastically curtailed. 

_ The present and future industrial life of Manistee and its surround- 
ing counties is in jeopardy unless these conditions, so detrimental to 
our harbor, are modified to meet present-day requirements. A repre- 
sentative from our city government and the secretary-manager of the 
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Manistee County Board of Commerce have accompanied me to indi- 
cate the area’s concern in this project. The members of the Michigan 
State Waterways Commission have visited Manistee on several occa- 
sions to observe these conditions. They have been generous with 
their counsel, support, and have endorsed this project. Other inter- 
ested private and governmental agencies have, at the request of the 
Corps of Engineers, presented their considered opinions which were 
favorable to this project. 

Our community is hopeful that this project will receive favorable 
consideration from this committee so that it can become a part of 
the omnibus bill H.R. 7634, rivers and harbors. I am informally 
advised that Col. Harry Fischer, regional engineer, north central 
region, U.S. Corps of Engineers, recently informed the Subcommittee 
on Public Works, Committee on Appropriations, that he could use 
some moneys on the Manistee project during fiscal year 1961 if Con- 
gress authorizes construction of the project. We certainly hope that 
your committee will see fit to include Manistee in the authorizing 
egislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. May I, on behalf of 
myself and the citizens of Manistee, thank you for your graciousness 
in giving me the opportunity to appear before you to discuss this 
project. 

I would like at this time to introduce Mr. Roger L. Campbell, city 
attorney, city of Manistee, Mich., who will briefly discuss the status 
of our local contributions to this project. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Campbell ? 


STATEMENT OF ROGER L. CAMPBELL, CITY ATTORNEY, CITY OF 
MANISTEE, MICH. 


Mr. Campsett. Mr. Chairman, my name is Roger L. Campbell. I 
am the city attorney for the city of Monies, Mich. 

I appear before your committee today with Mr. Robert Wilson who 
has just testified, and Mr. Harry Zimmerman, secretary-manager of 
the Manistee County Board of Commerce. On April 4, 1960, at the 
regular municipal election, the question of whether or not the city of 
Manistee, Mich., should participate with the Federal Government to- 
ward the reconstruction of the Maple Street Bridge and the associated 
harbor project, was put to the electors. Of approximately 2,500 
eligible voters in the community, 2,185 of them went to the polls in 
an almost unanimous Voicing of community sentiment. Two thousand 
and ninety-six votes were cast in favor and 89 votes in opposition. In 
effect, this vote authorizes the city of Manistee to borrow money and 
issue bonds in an amount not to exceed $200,000 to cover our share 
of the required participation in the bridge project. This is only one 
small indication of the city’s desire to cooperate with the Federal Gov- 
ernment in every respect. 

The initial report of the Corps of Engineers has outlined the neces- 
sity for the city of Manistee to furnish certain land so as to ac- 
complish the widening of the river bend. The city fathers have gone 
on record approving the use of city owned land by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for that purpose. The city also stands ready, both physically 
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and financially to construct a certain retaining wall necessary to the 
preservation of an existing street when the inside of the river bend 
is removed. We will construct such wall at any time that we are re- 
quested to do so. 

In addition to the above mentioned items, the city has been re- 
uested to furnish certain spoil disposal areas so that the refuse taken 
rom inside of the river bank can be disposed of. The city has avail- 

able land and it is ready to be used for that purpose at any time re- 
quested by the Federal Government or by anyone else in behalf of 
the Government. 

All in all, it is my intention, gentlemen, to make known to you at 
this time the complete desire and ability of the city of Manistee to 
cooperate with the construction of a new Maple Street Bridge and 
harbor dredging project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Campbell. 

Mr. Campseitt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brearon. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our presentation so far 
as the Manistee project is concerned. 

I do have a statement of Senator McNamara on behalf of the 
Trenton Channel which I should like to read, with the chairman’s 
permission. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Bearon (reading) : 


Mr. Chairman, as I have mentioned, early in March we also received a report 
from the Secretary of the Army on another Michigan project ; namely, the Tren- 
ton Channel in the Detroit River. The report of the district engineer at Detroit 
recommending construction of this project has been approved by the division 
engineer at Chicago, by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Wash- 
ington, by General Itschner, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, and by the 
Secretary of the Army. 

Construction is recommended, providing that local interests concur in the rec- 
ommendations as set forth in the report of the Corps of Engineers filed with our 
committee, including a commitment for the expenditure of $1,780,000 of non- 
I"ederal funds. The benefit-cost ratio is 4.4, which is, as you know, an unusually 
high figure. 

I have also been informed by Keith Wilson, director of Michigan State Water- 
ways Commission that local interests have agreed to these commitments. Mr. 
Wilson will either testify or will submit a statement to the committee in support 
of the Trenton Channel. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received copies of resolutions approving the Trenton 
Channel project from the city of Riverview, Mich., the townships of Pomulus 
and Redford, in Wayne County, the city of Livonia, the city of Plymouth, the 
Port of Detroit Commissions, the city of Detroit, the city of Ecorse, and the city 
of Wyandotte, and I have appropriate copies of these resolutions available should 
you desire them for the record. 

In view of the fine report submitted to us, indicating a saving of nearly $2 
million annually, if this project is completed and since this project has the ap- 
proval of the governing body of practically every city, village, or township in 
that area and because of the splendid cooperation of the local interests, I re- 
spectfully recommend that the bill be amended to include the Trenton Channel 


in the Detroit River. 

This concludes the Senator’s statement. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Beaton. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Robert McLaughlin, vice presi- 
dent. of the McLouth 

Senator Kerr. Robert—— 

Mr. Beaton. McLaughlin, and in view of the generosity of the 
Chair in allowing me to make a statement which I made, he will 
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forgo a direct presentation, and instead will submit a statement for 
the record on behalf of Mr. C. T. Murphy, vice president of the Mc- 
Louth Steel Co. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Murphy follows:) 


STATEMENT OF C. THORNE MurpHy, VICE PRESIDENT, McoLoutH Street Corp., 
BEFORE SENATOR KERR’S SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CoNnTROL, RIVERS AND HArR- 
Bors, ON APRIL 25, 1960 


My name is C. T. Murphy, I am vice president of McLouth Steel Corp., in 
Detroit, Mich. 

McLouth Steel Corp. is the 12th largest basic steel producer in the United 
States. Our products are flat rolled carbon and stainless steels. 

I am appearing before you today in support of an appropriation for the deep- 
ening of the Trenton Channel of the Detroit River approved by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers in April 1959, and subsequently approved by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on October 20, 1959. This project, costing $8,- 
570,000, is for the purpose of increasing the channel depth from 21 feet to 27 
feet. The Corps of Engineers has determined that this project has a cost- 
benefit ratio of 4.4 to 1. 

The project for a long time has been championed by civic leaders of Detroit, 
Wyandotte, Trenton, and the entire southeastern area of Michigan. It has the 
complete endorsement of the Michigan Waterways Commission, the Port of De- 
troit Commission and other public agencies in the area. 

The deepening of the Trenton Channel is of vital importance to the industry 
and employees of the area. As an example, this is how it affects our future em- 
ployment and growth: 

A 21-foot channel limits the size of lake carriers coming to our dock to 10,000 
gross tons. We have ordered 2,350,000 tons of iron ore to be delivered during 
the 7 months of the 1960 shipping season. The ore will be shipped in 235 car- 
goes of 10,000 each or 1 ship every 21 hours during the entire season. This is an 
exacting schedule and does not take into account 500,000 tons of limestone 
and other materials which will be received by ship during the same season. 
The limitations of the 21-foot channel presents a serious operational problem. 

McLouth Steel Corp. has been a growth company in a highly competitive in- 
dustry and the economy of the area has grown with it. In the last 11 years, we 
have spent $200 million for capital investment; our employment has increased 
from 800 employees to 4,400; and our production, which was less than 200,000 
ingot tons in 1949, has increased to our present capacity of 2,040,000 tons 
annually. 

Future planned expansion at the Trenton plant is not practical until a deep- 
water channel is available. 

The area is in a competitive disadvantage if it is required to continue the 
use of 10,000-ton ships. Millions of dollars have been spent on the St. Lawrence 
Seaway, foreign trade is available, but deepwater channels are imperative if the 
area is to.fully utilize the economic advantage provided by the seaway. 

Speaking as one industry in the area, we are convinced that a deepwater chan- 
nel will enable us to continue to expand our facilities, to create better efficiency 
in our operations and consequently provide more jobs and additional prosperity 
to the entire area. 

We therefore sincerely hope that the committee will give this request its fa- 
vorable consideration and approve the appropriation. 


Mr. Beaton. I believe there are other witnesses, Mr. Chairman on 
your list, but I do not know whether they are present or not. 

Congressman Lesinski and Mr. Andrew Fleming of the Port Com- 
mission of Detroit are two witnesses. I do not know whether they are 
present. 

Senator Kerr. Is Mr. Fleming present or Congressman Lesi ki? 
If they have statements, they may present them to the reporter and 
we will include them in the record. 


44845—60—pt. 327 
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(The statements relating to the Trenton Channel follow :) 


Crry or Ecorse, 
OFFICE OF THE CiTy CLERK, 

Ecorse, Mich., February 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

Dear Srrx: Enclosed is a certified copy of a resolution passed by the City 
Council of the City of Ecorse at a regular meeting held on February 16, 1960. 
Yours very truly, 

Patrick B. Tronpig, City Clerk. 
Ciry or Ecorse, 
County of Wayne, 
State of Michigan: 


At a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Ecorse held in the city 
council rooms in the Municipal Building in said city on the 16th day of February 
1960, at 7:30 p.m., Mayor Eli Ciungan presiding. 

Present : Councilmen Manning, Rhoads, Reeve, and Parker. 

Absent : Councilmen Petri and Buday. 

Moved by Councilman Parker, supported by Councilman Reeve: 

“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before 
the 86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north-central 
division, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engi- 
neers, the Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in 
that required order, and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency 
of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
nance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and 
the Korean conflict as the ‘Arsenal of Democracy,’ is so vitally interrelated 
with and indispensible to our national security : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Council of the City of Ecorse hereby officially affirms en- 
dorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second session, now 
convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through their 
civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s existing 
industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnishing to 
the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the Tren- 
ton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to deep 
water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of the 
Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Com- 
mission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project ; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Mc- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski and all mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress ; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Mennen 
Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan.” 

Yeas: Councilmen Manning, Rhoads, Reeve, and Parker. 

Nays: None. 
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Absent : Councilmen Petri and Buday. 

Adopted this 16th day of February, 1960. 

I, Virginia M. Gora, deputy clerk of the city of Ecorse, Wayne County, Mich., 
do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and complete copy 
of a resolution adopted by the City Council of the City of Ecorse at a regular 
meeting held in the city council rooms in the Municipal Building at the corner 
of Cicotte and High Streets in said city on the 16th day of February 1960. 

[SEAL] Virginia M. Gora, Deputy City Clerk. 

Dated : Ecorse, Mich., February 17, 1960. 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, compris- 
ing Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north-central division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers aud Warbors, the Chief of Nngineers—the 
Secretary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and maintenance 
charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries and to 
attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so vital to the 
development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port district, the 
metropolitan region, and the entire State of Michigan ; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metropoli- 
tan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and the 
Korean conflict as the ‘Arsenal of Democracy,’ is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensible to our national security: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Council of the City of Livonia hereby officially affirms en- 
dorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, to- 
gether with appropriation of essential funds, at this, the second session, now 
convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business and labor organizations ; and we emphasize to the area’s ex- 
isting industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnishing 
to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the Tren- 
ton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to deep 
water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of the 
Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Commis- 
sion as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall project ; 
be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Me- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative, John Lesinski, and all mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Men- 
nen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan.” 

Adopted this 23d day of February 1960. 

I, Marie W. Clark, duly elected and qualified City Clerk of the City of Livonia, 
do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution adopted by 
the council of the city of Livonia, at a regular meeting held on the 23d day of 
February 1960. 

Marie W. CLark, City Clerk. 

Attested : 

WILLIAM W. BRASHEAR, Mayor. 
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“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLough Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north central dvision, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the Sec- 
retary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide movement, 
coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency 
of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and maintenance 
charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries and to 
attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so vital to 
the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port district, 
the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metropoli- 
tan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and the 
Korean conflict as the “Arsenal of Democracy,” is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensible to our national security: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Township Board of Romulus hereby officially affirms en- 
dorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, to- 
gether with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last session, 
now convened : be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this township that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing’ industrial and commercial ‘coneerns the extreme ‘importance of fur- 
nishing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of benefits 
through transportation savings that would be made possible by development of 
the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton 
to deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of 
the Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Com- 
mission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project ; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Mc- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative, John Lesinski, and all mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress ;, to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Men- 
nen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

Roperick FE. SMirun, 
Clerk, Township of Romulus. 


I, Roderick E. Smith, clerk of the township of Romulus, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing resolution was duly adopted at a regular meeting of the town- 
ship board held in the Township Hall on February 23, 1960. 


Roverick E. Smairn, Clerk. 


Rhsonution oF CITy OF NORTHVILLE, MICH. 


Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; the Detroit district, the north central division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the 


Secretary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order; and 
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Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide movement, 
coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency of 
the county of Wayne; and 

Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
nance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County Port 
District, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and 
the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our national security ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Council of the City of Northville hereby officially affirms 
endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriations of essential funds, at this the second and last 
session, now convened ; be it further 

Resolwed, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of fur- 
nishing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of benefits 
through transportation savings that would be made possible by development of 
the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton 
to deep water in Lake Erie, which has been urgently requested by the port of 
Detroit as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall proj- 
est; be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Me- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative Martha Griffiths and all Mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress: to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Men- 
nen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

Adopted this 4th day of April 1960. 

[SEAL] Mary ALexanper, City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF BROWNSTOWN 


Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit District, the North Central Division, 
the Board of Engineers for the Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the 
Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order ; and 

Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, and 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
hance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port-oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through the two World Wars 
and Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our national security: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the township board of Brownstown hereby officially reaffirms 
endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with the appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last 
session, now convened ; be it further 
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Resolved, That we commend to the people of this township that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnish- 
ing to the local U.S. Army Corps District Engineer, estimate of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the 
Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to 
deepwater in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of the 
Huron River which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Com- 
mission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the U.S. Senators 
NeNamara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski and all 
Members of the Michigan delegation in Congress, to the Senator Dennis Chavez, 
chairman, Committee on Public Works, the National Rivers and Harbors Con- 
gress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Mennen 
Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 
Adopted this 15th day of February 1960. 

Roy VREELAND, Supervisor. 


[SEAL] HAzEL BUNTE CUNLIFFE, Clerk. 






Crry OF DEARBORN, 
OFFICE OF THE C1Ty CLERK, 
March 7%, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CITAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Cuavez: At the regular meeting of the council, held on March 
1, 1960, a resolution was adopted relative to the improvement of Trenton 
Channei. 

We are enclosing a copy of Council Resolution No. 3-180-60 for your informa- 
tion. 


Sincerely yours, 


JoserH CARDINAL, City Clerk. 
Councti Reso.ution No. 3-180-60, ApopTreD Marcu 1, 1960 


From the township of Van Buren, Madge E. Eilbaum, clerk, submitting copies 
of resolutions relating to the tax-exempt status of municipal bond interest 
and the Trenton Channel improvement. 


“3-180-60 by Councilman Dombrowski supported by Councilman Hart 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Detroit District, the North Central Division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the 
Secretary of the Amny, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, and 
agency of the county of Wayne, and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in ‘annual carrying and maintenance 
charges, is essential to the expansion of present port-oriented industries and to 
attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so vital to the 
development and growth of the economy of Wayne County port district, the 
metropolitan region ‘and the entire State of Michigan ; and 

“Whereas, the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars 
and the Korean conflict as the ‘Arsenal of Democracy,’ is so vitally interrelated 
with and indispensable to our national security: Be it 
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“Resolved, That the mayor and council of the city of Dearborn do hereby 
endorse this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and urge the 86th 
Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, together with appro- 
priation of essential funds, at this the second and last session, now convened ; 
be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Senators McNamara 
and Hart, to Representative John Lesinski and all members of the Michigan dele- 
gation in Congress, and to Senator Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate.” 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 


City OF MELVINDALE, 
Melvindale, Mich., April 25, 1960. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. ; 

Dear S1r: Enclosed herewith please find a copy of the resolution passed by the 
Council of the City of Melvindale at their regular meeting of April 20, 1960, 
affirming the endorsement of the initial stage of the Trenton Channel improve- 
ment. 

Very truly yours, 
IRENE Coocan, City Clerk. 


Apri 23, 1960. 
Dear Sir: The following is a copy of a resolution adopted by the Common 
Council of the City of Melvindale at a meeting held April 20, 1960: 


“60-119. RESOLUTION BY KALISZ 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, compris- 
ing Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit District, the North Central Division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers—the 
Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget in that required 
order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated, and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
nance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region, and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metropoli- 
tan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and the 
Korean conflict as the “Arsenal of Democracy,” is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensible to our national security. Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Council of the City of Melvindale hereby officially affirms 
endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last 
session, now convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business, and labor orgtnizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnish- 
ing to the local U.S. Army Corps District Engineer, estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the Tren- 
ton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to deep 
water in Lake Erie, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit 
Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project ; be it further 
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“Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Me- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative, John Lesinski, and all 
members of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, 
chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Goy- 
ernor G. Mennen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan.” 

Adopted this 20th day of April 1960. 

Supported by McKitrick. 

Passed unanimously. 

Very truly yours, 
CITY OF MELVINDALE, 
IRENE COOGAN, 
City Clerk. 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the first state of the Trenton Channel development project, compris- 
ing Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer—the Detroit District, the North Central Division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers—the 
Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency 
of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
nance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so vital 
to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port dis- 
trict, the metropolitan region, and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and 
the Korean conflict as the “Arsenal of Democracy,” is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our national security : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Council of the City of Harper Woods hereby officially af- 
firms endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and 
we memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last ses- 
sion, now convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnish- 
ing to the local U.S. Army Corps District Engineer, estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the 
Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to 
deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of 
the Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Com- 
mission as a prequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall project; 
be it further 

“Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Me- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative Louis ©. Rabaut, and all 
members of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, 
chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. 
G. Mennen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

“Rolleall vote: Ayes—Boomgaard, Carlisle, Garman, Hulber, Jasin, Vernier, 
Woodworth. Nays—None.” 

This is to certify that this is a true and correct copy of this resolution passed 
by the Council of the City of Harper Woods at their regular council meeting on 
Monday, March 7, 1960, 


Donan E. Burney, City Clerk. 
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TOWNSHIP or TAYLOR, 
Taylor, Mich. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel Development Project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of the portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before 
the 86th Congress, after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north-central 
division, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engi- 
neets—the Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in 
that required order; and 

Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Fed- 
eral funds for original construction—$8,600,000 in Federal funds for original 
construction—plus $326,000 in annual carrying and maintenance charges, is 
essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries and to attract new 
and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so vital to the develop- 
ment and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port district, the metro- 
politan region, and the entire State of Michigan, and 

Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars 
and the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated 
with and indispensable to our national security ; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the township board of the Township of 
Taylor, hereby officially affirms endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton 
channel improvement, and we memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the neces- 
sary authorizing legislation, together with appropriation of essential funds, at 
this the second and last session, now convened; be it further 

Resolved, That we commend to the people of this township that they lend 
their active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively 
through their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the 
areas existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of 
furnishing to the local U.S. Army Corps District Engineer, estimates of benefits 
through transportation savings that would be made possible by development of 
the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to 
deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of the 
Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit Com- 
mission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second State of the overall 
project ; be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators McNa- 
mara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski, and all Members 
of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chairman, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate: the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress ; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Mennen 
Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

Adopted the 7th day of March 1960. 

[SEAL] ALEXANDER Papp, Supervisor, 

Roy Davis, Clerk. 


Extract TAKEN FROM THE MEETING OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
LINcOLN Park, HeELp UNDER Date oF Apri 4, 1960 


“By Councilman Knowles, supported by Councilman Stempien 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel Development Project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit District, the North Central Divi- 
sion, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers— 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that 
required order ; and 
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“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, and 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Fed- 
eral funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and main- 
tenance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and 
the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our material security; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the mayor and council of the city of Lincoln Park does hereby 
officially affirm endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel im- 
provement, and we memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary auth- 
orizing legislation, together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the 
second and last session, now convened ; be it further 

Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively 
through their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to 
the area’s existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance 
of furnishing to the local U.S. Army Corps District Engineer estimates of 
benefits through transportation savings that would be made possible by develop 
ment of the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at 
Trenton to deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the 
mouth of the Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of 
Detroit Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of 
the overall project ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Mc- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski, and all mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Men- 
nen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

“Motion unanimously carried.” 


STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
County of Wayne, 88: 


I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and exact copy of a resolution 
adopted by the mayor and council of the city of Lincoln Park at their regular 
meeting held under date of April 4, 1960. 

WittiaAM G. Suzorer, 
City Clerk. 


TOWNSHIP OF PLYMOUTH, 


Plymouth, Mich., April 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


U.S. Senate, Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Stir: Following is a copy of the resolution regarding the port of Detroit 
Trenton Channel development project, adopted at our township board meeting, 
April 12, 1960: 

“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before 
the 86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north central divi- 
sion, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers: 
the Secretary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that re 
quired order ; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 


ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, a2 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 
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“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Fed- 
eral funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and 
maintenance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented 
industries and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enter- 
prises, so vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne 
County port district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan ; 
and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars 
and the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated 
with and indispensable to our national security: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Township Board of Plymouth Township hereby officially 
affirms endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, 
and we memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legis- 
lation, together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and 
least session, now convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we- commend to the people of this township that they lend 
their active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively 
through their civic, business, and commercial concerns the extreme importance 
of furnishing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of bene- 
fits through transportation savings that would be made possible by development 
of the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton 
to deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth 
of the Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit 
Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project ; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators 
McNamara and Hart, to U.S. Representatives Martha Griffiths, to Senator Den- 
nis Chavez, chairman, Committee of Public Works, U.S. Senate, the National 
Rivers and Harbors Congress.” 

Respectfully, 
Frep L. MILier, Clerk. 


Crry or Grosse PoINnTe FARMS, 
Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR: Enclosed for your consideration is a copy of a resolution 
adopted by the Council of the City of Grosse Pointe Farms affirming endorsement 
of the initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement. 

Very truly yours, 
Dawson F. Nacy, City Clerk. 


“RESOLUTION oF Ciry oF Grosse PoINnTE Farms 


“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, compris- 
ing Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before 
the 86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north central 
division, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engi- 
neers—the Secretary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in 
that required order; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment, coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an 
agency of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
nance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metropoli- 
tan region, which gained universal recognition through two World Wars and 








602 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensible to our national security: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Council of the City of Grosse Pointe Farms hereby 
officially affirms endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel 
improvement, and we memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary 
authorizing legislation. together with appropriation of essential funds, at this 
the second and last session, now convened ; be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively 
through their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to 
the area’s existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance 
of furnishing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of bene- 
fits through transportation savings that would be made possible by development 
of the Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton 
to deep water in Lake Erie, which has been urgently requested by the Port of 
Detroit Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of 
thé overall project ; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U. 8S. Senators 
McNamara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative, Louis C. Rabaut; to 
Senator Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the 
National Rivers and Harbors Congress; to Gov. G. Mennen Williams, and the 
Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

“Unanimously adopted this 18th day of April 1960.” 


CERTIFICATION 


I hereby certify that the following is a true copy of a resolution adopted by 
the Council of the City of Grosse Pointe Farms at a meeting duly called and 
held on April 18, 1960. 

Dawson F. Nacy, 
City Clerk, City of Grosse Pointe Farms. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—the Detroit district, the north-central division, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the 
Secretary of the Army and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order; and 

Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 20 
years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide movement, 
coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency of 
the county of Wayne; and 

Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and mainte- 
tenance charges, is essential to the expansion of present port-oriented industries 
and to attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises, so 
vital to the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port 
district, the metropolitan region and the entire State of Michigan; and 

Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metropoli- 
tan region, which gained universal recognition through two world wars and 
the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our national security : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the council of the village of Flat Rock, hereby officially affirms 
endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last 
session now convened ; be it further 

ResolWwed, That we commend to the people of this village that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnish- 
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ing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer, estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the 
Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to 
deep water in Lake Erie, including construction of a channel to the mouth of 
the Huron River, which has been urgently requested by the Port of Detroit 
Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the overall 
project ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Me- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski, and all 
members of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, 
chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. 
G. Mennen Williams, and the Legislature of the State of Michigan. 

Adopted this 18th day of April 1960. 

VILLAGE oF Fiat Rock, WAYNE County, MIcH., 
Max ©, ANGEL, Village President. 
[SEAL] . GuLapys W. Murpuy, Village Clerk. 
APRIL 21, 1960. 


RESOLUTION OF CiTy OF ALLEN PARK, MICH. 


The following resolution was adopted at the regular meeting of the common 
council held Tuesday, April 12, 1960, at the city of Allen Park. 

Motion by Mayor Lichtenberg. 

Supported by Paluch. 

“Whereas the first stage of the Trenton Channel development project, com- 
prising Federal navigational improvement of that portion of the channel proper 
from Wyandotte to the McLouth Steel Corp. plant at Trenton, is now before the 
86th Congress after having been approved by four distinctive echelons of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: the Detroit district, the north-central division ; 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the Chief of Engineers, the Sec- 
retary of the Army, and the Federal Bureau of the Budget, in that required 
order; and 

“Whereas this represents the highest level of progress achieved in the past 
20 years, attesting to the significant worth of the intensified countywide move- 
ment coordinated and spearheaded by the Port of Detroit Commission, an agency 
of the county of Wayne; and 

“Whereas this initial project, entailing the expenditure of $8,600,000 in Federal 
funds for original construction, plus $326,000 in annual carrying and maintenance 
charges, is essential to the expansion of present port oriented industries and to 
attract new and diversified industries and commercial enterprises so vital to 
the development and growth of the economy of the Wayne County port district, 
the metropolitan region, and the entire State of Michigan; and 

“Whereas the continuing industrial growth and development of this metro- 
politan region, which gained universal recognition through two world wars and 
the Korean conflict as the arsenal of democracy, is so vitally interrelated with 
and indispensable to our national security: Now, therefore, be it. 

“Resolved, That the Council of the city of Allen Park hereby officially affirms 
endorsement of this initial stage of the Trenton Channel improvement, and we 
memorialize the 86th Congress to enact the necessary authorizing legislation, 
together with appropriation of essential funds, at this the second and last session, 
now convened : be it further 

“Resolved, That we commend to the people of this city that they lend their 
active support to this overall development as individuals and collectively through 
their civic, business, and labor organizations; and we emphasize to the area’s 
existing industrial and commercial concerns the extreme importance of furnish- 
ing to the local U.S. Army Corps district engineer estimates of benefits through 
transportation savings that would be made possible by development of the 
Trenton Channel extension from the Detroit Edison Co. plant at Trenton to 
deep water in Lake Erie, which has been urgently requested by the Port of 
Detroit Commission as a prerequisite to advancement of this second stage of the 
overall project; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to U.S. Senators Mc- 
Namara and Hart, to our own U.S. Representative John Lesinski and all mem- 
bers of the Michigan delegation in Congress; to Senator Dennis Chavez, chair- 
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man, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate; the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress; to all responsible agencies of the U.S. Government; to Gov. G. Mennen 
Williams; and the Legislature of the State of Michigan.” 

Motion adopted unanimously. Absent: None. 

I hereby certify that the above is a true and exact copy of the original resolu- 
tion adopted by this council for the city of Allen Park at their regular meeting 
held Tuesday, April 12, 1960. 

Yours truly, 
FRANK Ropwett, City Clerk. 

Mr. Beaton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I believe there is another witness present who wishes to testify on 
this project, Mr. Carl Dragos, but I would conclude by thanking the 
Chair for your graciousness in allowing us to make the statements 
which we have made. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Car] Dragos? 


STATEMENT OF CARL DRAGOS, GROSSE ILE, MICH. 


Mr. Dracos. Mr. Chairman, my name is Carl Dragos, and I am 
a resident of Grosse Ile, and the address is 19634 Park Lane, and 
I am here in opposition to the proposed project of the Trenton Chan- 
nel representing myself, of course, and the immediate neighbors. 

What I would like to do rather than get into lengthy detail and 
taking the interim in its entirety before the Chair and the committee 
here today, I would like to have permission to submit a completed 
report in detail as to the opposition of the proposed project of the 
Trenton Channel. 

Senator Kerr. That is granted to you. When can you have that 
supplied to us? 

Mr. Dragos. We are working on that, sir. Right at the present 
time I do not have it completed. 

Senator Kerr. What do you need, a week ? 

Mr. Dragos. I would like to have a little bit longer than that if 
we possibly can because what it does is take complete interim report 
in detail along with vessels, draft 

Senator Kerr. Tow long will you need ? 

Mr. Dracos. IT would say we probably would have it back to you 
and the committee within 3 weeks. If I were given 3 weeks I could 
have a report, that is a brochure for each member of the committee 
within a period of 3 weeks. 

Senator Kerr. I would be glad to do the best I can on that. 

It is our desire to complete the hearings on this bill at the earliest 
possible time, and T would urge you to have it back to us in as short 
a period of time es you can. 

Mr. Dracos. Well, you give me a date, in other words, to shoot fer, 
Mr. Chairman, and I will certainly try. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I would suggest, this being the 25th of April, 
and next Monday being the 2d and ‘the following Monday being the 
9th of May, I would suggest the 11th of May, which is 2 weeks from 
the day after tomorrow. 

Mr. Dragos. The 11th of May. 

Senator Kerr. In order that we may get it distributed to the mem- 
hers of the committee and have it.in their hands before. 
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Mr. Dragos. I will be here. I wonder if the Chair will tell me 
how to address it, in other words, where to send the information ? 

Senator Kerr. Send it to me as chairman of this subcommittee, 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate. 

Mr. Dragos. Fine. 

Senator Kerr. New Senate Office Building. 

Mr. Dragos. That will be included. In other words, our objection 
will be included in the record. 

Senator Kerr. It will. 

Mr. Dragos. I wish to thank you very much for the opportunity 
extended me here today in order to submit my objections, 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. We are glad to give you that opportunity. 

Mr. Dragos. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Danielian? 


STATEMENT OF N. R. DANIELIAN, PRESIDENT, GREAT LAKES-ST. 
LAWRENCE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. DanreriaAn. Mr, Chairman, my name is N. R. Danielian, and 
I am president of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association repre- 
senting a number of communities, industries and municipalities in 
the Great Lakes area. 

In view of the generosity of the chairman in hearing so many wit- 
nesses, I would like the privilege of filing my statement, with particu- 
lar emphasis on the inclusion in this bill of the Fairport project 
and the Trenton Channel project, which are two new reports which 
have been rendered by the Corps of Engineers, and are approved by 
them, and these reports stand before the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Just a minute, Mr. Danielian. You are appearing 
here primarily for Fairport and Trenton ? 

Mr. Danrettan. We are appearing in favor of all the Great Lakes 
projects, Senator, but with particular reference to Fairport and 
Trenton Channel because the other projects were put in by the House 
and these two reports are before this committee. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, and they are in good order. 

Mr. DaNTELIAN. Yes, sir. 

I am rather disturbed at the suggestion made by the last witness 
in delaying the proceedings because I was prepared to make a plea for 
a speeding up of the proceedings of this committee, if possible before 
the public works appropriation bill is finally marked up, and also be- 
fore the mutual security bill is presented to the administration. 

T am sure the chairman will] understand the importance of these two 
moves, one necessary in order to make it possible to have funds for 
planning some of these projects. The other is in order to eliminate 
possibility of applying double standards between domestic and foreign 
projects, and I hope that the chairman will be able to consider this 
sigeestion with the Majority Leader of the Senate and with the com- 
mittee chairmen of the other committees dealing with these other 
legislative proposals. 

Thank you very much. 

_ Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Danielian. The prepared statement 
of Mr. Danielian together with correspondence relating to the Great 
Lakes projects will be inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The statements referred to follow :) 


Norice oF Report oN GREAT LAKES Harpors StuDY—INTERIM REPORT ON 
RocHESTER HaArsor, N.Y. 


























































Notice is hereby given that the report on Rochester Harbor, N.Y., compris- 
ing an interim report to the Great Lakes harbors study with a view to deter- 
mining the advisability of further improvements of the harbors on the Great 
Lakes in the interest of present and prospective deep-draft commerce, has been 
made by the district engineer at Buffalo, N.Y., and the division engineer, north 
central division, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army. The report is favorable to 
deepening the harbor at Rochester. 

The Great Lakes harbors study was authorized by resolutions adopted by 
the Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, on May 18, 1956, and by the Com- 
mittee on Public Works, House of Representatives, United States, on June 
27, 1956. This report on Rochester is also in response to resolution adopted by 
the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives on June 22, 
1955. Public hearings were held in Detroit, Mich., on October 16, 1956, on the 
Great Lakes harbors study in general and at Rochester, N.Y., on December 
18, 1956, with particular reference to improvements desired at Rochester. 

The reporting officers recommended that the existing project at Rochester 
Harbor be modified to provide for— 

(a) A channel 24 feet deep and 300 feet wide, from deep water in the 
lake to opposite the north end of the United States west pier ; 

(b) A channel 23 feet deep from the north end of the United States west 
pier to the downstream side of the New York Central swing bridge, 200 
feet wide between the piers, widened immediately upstream of the inner 
ends of the piers, to form a turning basin 600 feet wide, also to be 23 feet 
deep ; 

(c) A channel 21 feet deep in the river from the downstream side of the 
New York Central swing bridge to the existing upstream limit of the Fed- 
eral project, generally 150 feet wide, suitably widened at bends; 

(d) A turning basin 21 feet deep and 650 feet wide to be located on 
the west bank of the river, in an area about 2,000 feet downstream of the 
Rochester Portland Cement Corp., dock ; and 

(e) Two dolphins to be located at the angle points on the south side of 
the considered turning basin. 

The estimated cost of the recommended work to the United States is $2,445,000 
(June 1959 price levels) for new work and $33,700 annually for maintenance 
in addition to the amount now required. 

It is further recommended that the above work be subject to the conditions 
that responsible local interests give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary 
of the Army that, without cost to the United States, they will— 

(a) Provide all necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way for the 
accomplishment of channel widening and dredging of an upstream turning 
basin ; 

(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction and maintenance of the improvement; 

(c) Make the necessary alterations to submarine cable crossings ; 

(d) Make necessary alterations to small-boat facilities; 

(ec) When and where necessary dredge the areas between the new 
channel limits and terminal facilities to adequate depths; 

(f) Strengthen the east abutment of the New York Central Railroad 
bridge; 

(g) Make all necessary changes in other structures and bulkheads; and 

(h) Replace existing coal loader with one capable of accommodating 
vessels of the size considered in this report. 

In accordance with law, the report is being referred for review to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D.C. Interested parties 
may present written views on the report of the Board. Statements submitted 
should not repeat material previously presented at public hearings held by the 
district or division engineers or contained in their reports, as this information 
is already available to the Board. Information submitted should be new, 
specific in nature and bear directly on the findings in the report. Hearings will 
be held only on written request explaining the need to present material not 
included in the report. Written communications are to be mailed to the Board 
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of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Washington 25, D.C., in time to reach the 
Board by March 25, 1960. If extension of this date is considered necessary, re- 
quests giving reasons and additional time desired should be submitted as soon 
as possible, 

The Board considers communications and the report at a date subsequent to 
expiration of notice. Information furnished by mail receives the same atten- 
tion as that received at public hearings. Should the Board not be convinced of 
the soundness of the recommendations in the report, notice to that effect 
will be mailed to all known interested parties prior to final action. 

Further information may be obtained from this office or the District Engi- 
neer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Buffalo, Engineer Park, Foot of Bridge Street, 
Buffalo 7, N.Y. Interested parties including the press, may make such notes 
of the contents of the report as they desire. However, copies of the report will 
not be loaned for use outside of the office, but interested parties may purchase 
copies of the report, or parts thereof, including illustrations, at the cost of re- 
production. The charge for this report is $1.50. Checks should be made payable 
to the Treasurer of the United States and remitted to the District Engineer, 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Buffalo, Engineer Park, Foot of Bridge Street, 
Buffalo 7, N.Y. 

You are requested to give the foregoing information to any persons known by 
you to be interested in the report, and who, not being known by the Division 
Engineer, do not receive a copy of this public notice. 

Harry O. FISCHER, 
Colonel, Corps of Engincers, Division Engineer. 


STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 


Lansing, January 12, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: The Gladstone, Mich., Chamber of Commerce has called 
my attention to their efforts to obtain a study of the Gladstone Harbor area. 
The committee of the chamber have been in contact with Senator McNamara, 
and, therefore, I am sure that he is fully appraised of their desires. 

In a recent letter to me, Mr. Nieuwenkamp, chairman of the Industrial Devel- 
opment Committee of the Gladstone Chamber of Commerce, requested my assist- 
ance in obtaining the desired study. I am aware of the many requests for such 
studies that the Corps of Engineers handle each year and we in Michigan 
certainly appreciated the attention given to our needs by the corps and the 
Senate over the years. However, I do join with the Gladstone Chamber of Com- 
merce in urging favorable consideration of their request. 

With warm personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
G. MENNEN WILLIAMS, Governor. 


MANISTEE, Micu., April 5, 1960. 
Senator Pump A. Hart, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
Bonding issue for city of Manistee, Mich., share of Maple Street Bridge and 
channel improvements passed with 2,096 favorable to 89 opposed. 


Harry ZIMMERMAN, 
Secretary-Manager, Manistee County Board of Commerce. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 


March 3, 1960. 
Hon. Ropert 8S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Deak Bos: I understand you will be having hearings on rivers and harbors 
proposals contained in H.R, 7634 in the near future. It is my strong hope that 
the five projects which are located in Wisconsin will be approved so that essential 
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work on them can begin soon. These projects are as follows: Menominee Harbor 
and River, Kewaunee Harbor, Duluth-Superior Harbor, Ashland Harbor, and 
Washburn Harbor. The Wisconsin Department of Resource Development has 
expressed its interest in these projects. . 

I believe these projects are necessary, useful proposals, which will greatly 
benefit the State of Wisconsin and the entire Midwest. They have received 
extensive scrutiny by experts in the field, and it is my understanding that they 
represent the most economical and efficient means of developing each facility. 
They certainly have my support, and I hope the subcommittee will recommend 
in their favor. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM PRoxMiIRE, U.S. Senator. 


STATEMENT OF N. R. DANIELIAN, PRESIDENT, GREAT LAKES-StT. LAWRENCE Asso- 
CIATION, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIcC Works, U.S. SENATE, APRIL 25, 1960 


My name is N. R. Danielian. I am president of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
Association, with offices at 821 Cafritz Building, Washington, D.C. 

This organization is a private, nonpartisan, nonprofit association, organized 
under the laws of the State of Illinois. 

Our membership consists of county and municipal governments, private indus- 
trial and commercial enterprises, as well as individuals in the Great Lakes- 
St. Lawrence tributary area who are interested in its continued economic expan- 
sion and the improvement of its navigation facilities and harbors. 

There is pending before this committee H.R. 7634, an omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill, approved by the House of Representatives on July 16, 1959. Among 
various river, harbor, and flood-control projects located throughout the country, 
it includes 17 projects in Great Lakes States, 14 of them to improve harbors to 
depths commensurate with the recently completed St. Lawrence Seaway and 
the improved Great Lakes connecting channels which are scheduled for effective 
use in June 1962 and completion in 1964. 

Since this bill was passed by the House last July, two more interim reports 
on Great Lakes harbors have been completed and approved by the Corps of 
Engineers, the interested State and Federal agencies, and submitted to Congress 
by the Secretary of the Army. These are Fairport Harbor, Ohio, and Trenton 
Channel, Michigan. 

It is to these that we specifically desire to direct your attention today and 
respectfully request that you amend H.R. 7634 to include these two projects, 
both of which have most favorable benefit-cost ratios and ample economic justi- 
fication, as will be evident from the following observations: 

Fairport Harbor is located in the State of Ohio, on the south shore of Lake 
Hrie, at the mouth of the Grand River, 33 miles east of Cleveland. 

Its tributary area, the adjoining counties of Lake and Geauga, are in dynamic 
northeast Ohio, which, due to its strategic location, is one of the most rapidly 
growing industrial sections in the State. Industries located in this area are 
manufacturing plants which produce chemicals, rayon, salt, magnesium, metals 
and alloys, castings, dryers, foundry equipment, cement, soybean oil and meal. 

The chemical and cement manufacturing plants depend to a considerable extent 
upon waterborne receipts of limestone. 

In 1958, the last year for which statistics are presently available, the total 
commerce was 2,514,630 tons, of which the three largest items were: Crushed 
limestone, 1,499,771 tons; bituminous coal and lignite, 840,859 tons; sand, gravel, 
and crushed rock, 116,519 tons. 

In the 10-year period 1948 to 1957, inclusive, total annual commerce ranged 
from a low of 2,092,930 tons in 1949 to a high of 3,186,524 tons in 1957. 

The 10-year average of commerce through this harbor was 2,585,069 tons— 
consisting of limestone 1,318,722 tons, bituminous coal 1,186,988 tons, sand, 
gravel and crushed rock 54,077 tons and miscellaneous 25,282 tons. 

Based on studies of limestone and coal traffic it is estimated that the com- 
bined annual receipts over a 50-year period, at the harbor dock facilities will 
increase from 1,757,580 tons of limestone in 1957 to an estimated annual amount 
of 2,417,000 tons and coal shipments will increase from 1,333,699 tons in 1957 
to an estimated 2,200,000 tons annually. The foregoing estimate of prospective 
commerce does not take into consideration potential traffic from one of the 
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largest salt companies in the country which has an extensive salt mine develop- 
ment underway in this area and is now establishing terminal facilities for salt 
commerce on the left bank of lower Grand River. As no definite pattern of 
traffic volume from this additional potential source can be established at this 
time no consideration has been given to this commodity in preparing the estimate 
of prospective commerce. 

The total estimated cost of the improvements recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers, at March 1959 price levels, is $2,768,000, the average annual trans- 
portation savings are estimated to be $748,000 and the ratio of benefits to cost 
is 2.6 to 1. 

Trenton Channel, Michigan, is located on the westerly side of the Detroit 
River and serves a portion of the industrial area of the city of Detroit, including 
the cities of Wyandotte, Riverview, and Trenton. It is 9 miles long and consists 
of two reaches, viz: Wyandotte Reach which extends from the Detroit River 
to upper Grosse Isle Bridge and the Trenton Reach which extends from the 
upper Grosse Isle Bridge to below the lower Grosse Isle Bridge. 

Due to its location on.the Detroit River, industries concerned with the receipt 
and shipment of bulk commodities by water have shown an inclination to follow 
the river in the selection of sites for their plants. As a result, industries on the 
Michigan bank of the Detroit River include blast furnaces, oil refineries, gasoline, 
and fuel oil storage and distributing facilities, salt works, and distilleries. In 
the area tributary to Trenton Channel are located plants which manufacture 
steel, steel products, automobiles, and chemicals, in addition to a large electricity 
generating station. 

Commerce through this channel consists principally of iron ore, limestone, and 
coal. It has shown steady, consistent growth paralleling the continued ex- 
pansion and development of its tributary area. 

In the 10-year period, 1948 to 1957, inclusive, total annual commerce ranged 
from a low of 2,946,457 short tons in 1949 to a high of 5,107,358 tons in 1956, the 
10-year average being 4,080,280 tons, 

Total commerce in 1958 amounted to 5,060,877 tons, an increase of 370,882, 
or 7.9 percent over 1957. 

That this channel is a vital component of the port of Detroit is evidenced by 
the fact that of the 21,822,093 tons that moved through this port in 1958, 23 
percent moved through Trenton Channel. 

Studies of prospective traffic in iron ore and limestone, the two commodities 
which move through this channel in the largest volume, indicate that, as a re- 
sult of the improvements recommended and being requested, prospective traffic 
in Trenton Channel will increase to a total of 8,050,000 tons a year, approxi- 
mately 59 percent more than the total for 1958. 

These improvements are estimated to yield $1,772,000 annually in transporta- 
tion savings, based on an estimated Federal cost of $8,570,000, at November 1958 
price levels, or a ratio of benefits to cost of 4 to 1. 

In closing, we should like to call your attention to the startling fact that, 
even though the St. Lawrence Seaway is in operation and the improvement of 
the connecting channels has advanced to such an extent that effective use is 
scheduled for June 1962, there is not a single harbor in the Great Lakes deep 
enough to accommodate ships loaded to the full new drafts of these waterways; 
viz, 27 feet. 

For the great Middle West to derive the full advantages and benefits from 
the Seaway and the improved connecting channels, it is vital and urgent that 
these Great Lakes harbors be improved as speedily as possible. 

We therefore respectfully request and urge this committee to give its approval 
to H.R. 7634 amended to include Fairport Harbor and Trenton Channel. 


Senator Kerr. There will be inserted in the record correspondence 
with reference to Sandusky and Lorain Harbors. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 

SANDUSKY REGISTER, 
Sandusky, Ohio, August 26, 1959. 

Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I have heard a report that H.R. 7634, the river and 
harbor and flood control omnibus bill of 1959, is not scheduled to be reported 
out of committee during this session. 
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I sincerely hope that this is nothing more than a rumor, as this bill greatly 
affects the northern Ohio area, I realize the tremendous responsibility on your 
shoulders and that requests of all types come to you daily by the carload, 

[ am especially interested in this bill because of a local association—my news- 
paper is in the heart of this area. I can only point out that, assuming that 
the measure is passed, it would take years to bring about a final result. Each 
delay places us further behind in work that we should have started many years 
ago in planning for the future. 

I can only add my small voice in urging you to aid in getting this bill before 
the Senate during this session of Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
Dup.ey A. WuiTrTe, Jr., 
Vice President and General Manager. 


LORAIN, OnI0, August 26, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: May I urge you to act on H.R. 7634, the river and 
harbor and flood control omnibus bill of 1959, so that it will be reported out of 
committee and passed on to the Senate for a vote in the session of Congress. 

Sincerely, 
L. F. LuTHer. 


LorAIn, On10, August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: As a citizen of Lorain, I urgently request that you do 
all in your power to enable bill H.R. 7634, the river and harbor and flood con- 
trol omnibus bill of 1959, to be reported out to Senate for a vote in this session 
of Congress. 

I feel that it is imperative that the city of Lorain keep pace economicwise and 
defensewise with the development of the St. Lawrence Seaway, and I would ap- 
preciate any effort on your part to see that this is done immediately. 

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
Harry Yourt. 


Lorain, Ont0, August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Will you please make every effort to get flood control omnibus bill H.R. 7634 
of 1959 out of your committee so that it may be voted on during this session 
of Congress. 

Your cooperation will be appreciated. 

Byron Stone, Sheila Stone, Carol Craycraft, James Craycraft, Earl 
Anthony, Matilda Anthony, E. ©. Kuncel, Robert Langworthy, 
Dorothy Langworthy, Robert Baker, Mary Baker. 


“RESOLUTION No. 4837 
“A resolution urging action on and passage of H.R. 7634, in the U.S. Senate 
“Whereas there is pending in the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate, 


H.R. 7634; and 


“Whereas this legislation has passed in the House of Representatives, and 


“Whereas this legislation involves improvements for 15 ports of the Great 
Lakes; and 
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“Whereas the port of Ashtabula has been allocated $4,077,000 within this 
omnibus bill for dredging in Ashtabula Harbor; and 

“Whereas the passage of this legislation is of vast importance for future sea- 
way and water-borne commerce ; and 

“Whereas the city of Ashtabula has for many years needed these harbor im- 
provements: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Council of the city of Ashtabula, Ohio: 

“Section 1. That is urges the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate to 
favorably report H.R. 7634 out of the committee to the Senate floor for a vote. 

“Sec. 2. That is urges the Members of the U.S. Senate to vote favorably for 
the passage of the bill during the current session. 

“Sec. 3. That it urges the President of the United States to support the 
passage of this legislation and to do all things necessary to place the Ashtabula 
dredging projects into action. 

“Sec. 4. That the clerk of council be and she is hereby instructed to forward 
copies of this legislation to the President of the United States; the clerk of 
the U.S. Senate; to the chairman of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. 
Senate; to the Honorable Frank Lausche, Senator for the State of Ohio; the 
Honorable Stephen Young, Senator of the State of Ohio; the Honorable Michael 
Kirwan, Member of the House of Representatives ; and to the Honorable Robert 
Cook, Member of the House of Representatives. 

“Sec. 5. For the reasons stated in the preamble, this resolution is declared to 
be an emergency measure and if approved by the vote of five or more members 
of the council, shall take effect upon its adoption ; otherwise, 30 days thereafter. 

“CLirrorD R. Kapon, President of Council.” 

Adopted: August 17, 1959. 

Attest: Nelma I. Rinto, clerk. 

Approved: C. D. Lambros, city manager. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of Resolution No. 4837, 
adopted by the Council of the City of Ashtabula, Ohio, August 17, 1959. 


NetMa I. Rint0, Clerk of Council. 


INDIANAPOLIS, IND., August 18, 1959. 
Senator R. VANCE HArTKE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Indiana and all Great Lakes States imperatively need immediate reporting 
out of Senate Publie Works Committee of H.R. 7634 if the Midwest is to receive 
full advantage of the potential economic development intended by the St. 
Lawrence Seaway program. Please do what you can to help present a united 
Great Lakes front to expedite this omnibus appropriation bill which is so im- 
portant to all of us. This telegram is being sent in conjunction with similar 
action by Governor DiSalle of Ohio and other Governors. 

2 Harotp W. HANDLEY. 


LORAIN, Ont0, August 10, 1959. 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C.: 


It has been brought to my attention that the Senate Public Works Committee 
is working on the 27-foot channel project authorization. This is very important, 
to the city of Lorain harbor project. We strongly urge you to act on this 
authorization without delay. 

Joun C. Jaworski, Mayor. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATOR CHAVEz: It has recently come to my attention that the Senate 


Public Works Committee has decided to defer until next January final action on 
an omnibus public works bill. 
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As you know, the House omnibus authorization bill which won approval 
3 weeks ago contained 14 Great Lakes channel deepening projects. 

The Corps of Engineers studies and reports on these projects, together with 
their favorable recommendations, have been expedited throughout in order 
that full use could be made of the 27-foot St. Lawrence Seaway depth at the 
earliest possible date. 

Because the Bureau of the Budget will not include projects in the President’s 
budget which have not been authorized by the Congress, it appears that a delay 
in final action by the Senate until next January will mean the loss of a full year 
in the implementation of the Great Lakes projects, as well as a number of others. 
This unhappy conclusion has been substantiated in recent conversations with 
both the Corps of Engineers and the Budget Bureau. 

The loss of a year in carrying out the channel deepening projects in question 
would be a very serious blow to the port cities directly involved and the vast 
binterland which is utilizing in increasing volume waterborne commerce to all 
parts of the world. 

In light of the above, I very much hope that a means may be found of schedul- 
ing consideration, debate, and final vote on the House-approved projects in 
question. I will be deeply grateful for your consideration and advice thereon. 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas LupLow ASHLEY, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 26, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am taking the liberty of writing to you in further 
regard to the omnibus rivers and harbors bill which is currently under considera- 
tion by your committee. 

In a recent letter Senator Kerr stated that “it is my hope that we may report 
out the omnibus rivers and harbors bill almost immediately upon the convening 
of the second session next January.” He goes on to say that “if we took action 
immediately after the first of the year, those (projects) that were included (in 
the omnibus bill) could also be considered for appropriations in the fiscal 1961 
appropriations bill.” 

This decision to defer action until January, of course, reflects an understand- 
able desire to include additional projects which are not ready for authorization. 
At the same time, however, it must be recognized by all concerned that postponing 
authorization until January will inevitably result in a delay of appropriations 
for and construction of the projects contained in H.R. 7634. 

When Senator Kerr states that projects included in an authorization bill 
approved next January can be considered for appropriations in the fiscal 1961 
appropriations bill, he is stating what may be true in a technical sense only. 
Surely all of us are familiar with the Budget Bureau requirement that only 
authorized projects be programed in the President’s budget. Inasmuch as selec- 
tion of authorized projects will take place this fall for inclusion in next year’s 
budget, it is clear that projects authorized next January can only be funded 
“outside the budget.” This avenue, as we all know, is restricted. 

It goes without saying that all of the projects contained in H.R. 7634 are meri- 
torious; each has a favorable cost-to-benefit ratio. Also of importance, if I 
may say so, is the fact that a rather large number of the projects in question 
will be located in extremely marginal districts now held by Democrats. If their 
projects could be authorized this fall and programed in next year’s budget, actual 
construction could begin in a number of instances. I don’t believe that it’s going 
too far to say that this could well decide the fight for political survival which 
many will face next year. 

Frankly, Senator, I am appalled that no effort appears to have heen made to 
work out a solution to the problem at hand. I am told that the House Public 
Works Committee is perfectly willing to act on another authorization bill next 


year if your committee clears H.R. 7634 prior to adjournment of the current 
session of Congress. 
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May I again urge that you give this matter your personal attention and that 
a decision be made known at your early convenience. 
With kindest regards. 
Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas LupLow ASHLEY, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., January 25, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR CHAVEz: I am taking the liberty of writing to you in re- 
gard to the public works bill which was passed by the House of Representatives 
during the last session of the Congress and which is currently pending before 
your committee. ; 

I am certain that this important legislation will receive expeditious considera- 
tion by the Senate Public Works Committee and the purpose of this expression 
of interest is simply to request that I be notified when hearings are scheduled so 
that I may have an opportunity to testify in behalf of the harbor-deepening proj- 
ects for the Great Lakes contained in H.R. 7634. 

I’m sure you understand that full utilization of the St. Lawrence Seaway will 
only be achieved when there are 27-foot deep-draft harbors on the Great Lakes 
to match the prevailing depth of the seaway. It also goes without saying that 
congressional authorization of these projects is the important first step in their im- 
plementation. Although it’s already too late to include the harbor deepening 
projects in the fiscal 1961 Federal budget there may be a bare possibility that the 
President would approve congressional action to include appropriations for the 
projects this year, even though not in his budget. 

This possibility is remote, at best, but I nevertheless urge that your committee 
take expeditious action on the public works authorization bill in order that there 
be ample opportunity for the administration to include funds in the fiscal 1962 
budget for carrying out the harbor deepening work. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS LUDLOW ASHLEY, 
Member of Congrcss. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.O., February 17, 1960. 
Hon. Roserr S. Kerr, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 


DeAR SENATOR KERR: I appreciate your recent communication advising me that 
hearings have been scheduled for March 1, 1960, on H.R. 7634 and S. 1902, the 
House and Senate bills authorizing flood control and rivers and harbors projects. 

In addition to my interest in the channel deeping project for Toledo, Ohio, I am 
most interested in the possibility of your subcommittee considering S. 859, a bill 
introduced by Senator Young (Ohio) which makes clear the original intent of 
Congress to include the Great Lakes in the Flood Control Act of 1936. As you 
may know, Great Lakes flood control projects were authorized for some years 
pursuant to the authorization of the 1936 act. However, a thoroughly illogical 
interpretation by the Budget Bureau several years ago has had the effect, ac- 
cording to the Corps of Engineers, of eliminating the entire Great Lakes area 
from participation in the Federal flood control program. 

I should like to call your attention to the fact that departmental reports of 
8. 859 have been favorable. The current position of the Budget Bureau is that it 
has no objection to enactment providing that the same local participation is re- 
quired as was required for construction of three coastal flood protection projects 
under the 1958 act. Even this would be a real step in the right direction and 
would mean a tremendous amount to thousands of citizens in the Great Lakes 
area. 

For the above reasons I earnestly hope that it will be possible for your sub- 
committee to consider inclusion of the provisions of S. 859 (with the changes 
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recommended by the Budget Bureau) in the bill which the Senate Public Works 
Committee is expected to report. 

In the event that your subcommittee takes S. 859 under consideration I would 
be most grateful for an opportunity to testify in its behalf and would appreciate 
being advised as to the appropriate time. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS LUDLOW ASHLEY, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR CHAveEz: It is rumored that a bill now before your Public Works 
Committee, namely H.R. 7634, the river and harbor and flood control omnibus 
bill of 1959, will not be reported out to the Senate for vote in this session of 
Congress. 

You no doubt are aware of the importance of this authorization legislation to 
the State of Ohio, and particularly to my 13th Congressional District, due to 
the fact that two of the harbors involved are Lorain Harbor and Sandusky 
Harbor. These areas are among the most highly industrialized sections in the 
State, and their economy depends to a great degree upon the shipping facilities 
of the Great Lakes. There are involved, all told, five projects in Ohio and seven 
other lake ports in Wisconsin, Minnesota, New York, Illinois, and Indiana. All 
are known as deep-draft harbors, which derive their trade from the Great Lakes 
and therefore are directly involved in the programing for improved shipping 
facilities of the St. Lawrence Seaway. As you know, the seaway was constructed 
at tremendous cost to both Canada and the United States. 

It is universally felt that the recent opening of the seaway will mean an 
upsurge in economic benefits, not just to the bordering States on the Great Lakes, 
but to the economy of our entire Nation. The defense potential is also a par- 
ticularly important thought. 

You can, I am sure, appreciate my personal concern over this matter. I have 
followed this legislation very closely and know that, to date, only 1 day of 
hearings has been held. It was given to understand that another hearing was 
anticipated, but no date has been scheduled as yet. 

The Budget Bureau has advised that until H.R. 7634 is enacted into law, the 
projects proposed for authorization therein would not be eligible for appropria- 
tions. Funds for our project cannot possibly be included in the fiscal 1961 
budget unless the Senate acts on the authorization bill before this session 
adjourns. It is understood that selection of authorized projects by the Corps 
of Engineers and the Budget Bureau for inclusion in next year’s budget will 
take place this fall and early winter. 

The obvious conclusion to be drawn is that a minimum of 1 year and probably 
2 vears delay for all projects in the bill will result from a failure to report this 
bill in this session of Congress. 

I realize that because of your vast experience in legislative matters, the above 
information is well known to you. I, therefore, respectfully urge that you make 
use of your prerogative as chairman to schedule further hearings on this very 
important measure, and thus enable the Senate to act on the legislation before 
the close of this session of Congress, 

Sincerely yours, 
A. D, BAUMHART, Jr. 
Member of Congress. 


SANDUBRY, OHIO, August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATOR CHAveEZ: Picture, if you will, the great State of New Mexico 
with no highways. State and Federal routes in all other States, right up to New 
Mexico’s:‘boundaries, but no facilities for auto.or truck traffic within the State. 
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Perhaps, in fancy, we might even conjure an elaborate highway system in 
every second State, in any direction. Those that would be in existence would 
be comparatively useless, in transporting the lifeblood commerce of our country. 
Moneys expended in their construction would have been badly spent. 

Temporarily at least, this ludicrous situation is not too farfetched from the 
one pertaining to the seaway. Some 12 lake ports are without adequate “water 
highways” connecting to deep water in the seaway system. All are contained 
in H.R. 7634, the river and harbor and flood control omnibus bill of 1959. As 
chairman of the Public Works Committee, your influence will bear weight in 
scheduling further hearings on this measure, possibly in time to enable the 
Senate to act on legislation in time for the Budget Bureau to include the harbors 
in the fiscal 1961 program. 

Your continued sincere effort toward a better America is respectfully solicited, 
so that Sandusky and other ports can contribute to, and compete in, world 
trade—the major reason for the seaway in the first place. 

Very truly yours, 
M. A. PRATT. 


Criry OF SANDUSKY, OnTTI0, 
August 28, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: At the regular weekly meeting of the Sandusky city commission, 
on August 24, 1959, a motion was made and carried to the effect that Sandusky 
petition for your aid in conducting as soon as possible the necessary hearings to 
facilitate presenting H.R. 7634, the river and harbor and flood control omnibus 
bill of 1959 to the Senate. 

It is Sandusky’s fervent plea that this bill be expedited if at all possible so 
that she, among other important ports on the lakes, may be in a position to help 
in the furtherance of shipping for which the seaway was created. 

Sandusky is cognizant of the excellent work that has been done by the Honor- 
able A. D. Baumhart, Jr., and others in the House of Representatives in the 
furtherance of the bill. That their work shall not have been in vain is assured 
by the fact that you and your Public Works Committee have the bill under 
consideration for presentation to the Senate. 

However, acceleration of the committee’s efforts will be necessary if Senate 
is to act on legislation in time for the Budget Bureau to include the projects in 
the 1961 program. 

Your earliest attention is solicited. 

Very truly yours, 
VIRGINIA SCHAEFER, 
Clerk of the City Commission. 


Lorain, Onto, August 31, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR CHAVEZ: I understand there is a bill, namely H.R. 7634, be- 
fore your committee for hearings and respectfully urge you use your prerogative 
as chairman to schedule hearings, and thus enable same to be brought before 
Senate to act on the legislation before close of this session of Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
C. H. Wipver. 


THE THEW SHOVEL Co., 
Lorain, Ohio, August 28, 1959. 
Senator DENNIS CIAVEz, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am interested as a citizen of Lorain in the progress 
of the harbor and flood control bill, H.R. 7634. I have just read the letter from 
my Congressman, Dave Baumhart, to you, dated August 19, and wish to add 
my voice in parallel to his. 

On quite another matter, this gives me the opportunity to say that I have 
just recently sent you five more constituents. These are my son, Dr. Don R. 
Clark, his wife, and three children, Debra, David, and Gregory. My son began 
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the practice of medicine in late June and resides at 1202 Highland Drive, Ros- 
well, N. Mex. I shall send him a copy of this letter so that he shall become 
as familiar as I have with your name and your statesmanlike contributions in 
the Senate. 
Sincerely yours, 
Warp V. CrarK, Secretary-Treasurer. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.O., August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR CHAVEZ: It has come to my attention that the Senate 
Public Works Committee has yet to take decisive action on H.R. 7634, the river 
and harbor and flood control omnibus bill of 1959. Am advised by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget that until this measure is acted upon, the projects proposed 
therein for authorization will not be eligible for appropriations. 

This legislation, as you know, is of first importance to the State of Ohio, 
and of particular interest to the Cleveland area in which I represent the 23d 
district. Your committee’s action on H.R. 7634 is necessary if lake ports in 
my State and in Wisconsin, Minnesota, New York, Illinois, and Indiana are to 
benefit from improved shipping facilities of the St. Lawrence Seaway. Should 
H.R. 7634 fail of passage in this session, it could mean as much as 2 years’ 
delay for all projects in the bill. 

You can appreciate my personal concern over this matter. As chairman of 
the Public Works Committee, your assistance in securing further hearings of 
the bill is respectfully urged before the end of the session. 

Sincerely yours, 
WirLtiaAM FE. MINSHALL, 
Member of Congress. 


TOWNSEND & BorruM, INC., 
Ann Harbor, Mich., August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: We are concerned that H.R. 7634, the river and harbor 
and flood control omnibus bill of 1959, may not be reported out of your com- 
mittee for vote by the Senate in this session of Congress. We feel that this 
would cause a serious delay in the harbor development plans for this and other 
areas affected. In view of the cost of the seaway project, it would seem that the 
economic benefits to be derived from it should not be postponed. 

Very truly yours, 
C. E. Borrum, Jr. 


Crty or ToLEepo, OHIO, 
August 6, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: We in Toledo were startled to hear that the Senate 
Public Works Committee has decided to delay action until January on a bill 
passed in July by the House authorizing a number of rivers and harbors im- 
provements, including a $14,684,000 Toledo Harbor project. 

With the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway and the increase in shipping 
on the Great Lakes, it is almost unthinkable that there would be any delay in 
the harbor improvements which are necessary to take full advantage of the 
27-foot channel. I strongly urge you to do whatever possible to implement the 
passage of this vitally important legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jonn W. YAGER, Mayor. 
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ALUMINUM & MAGNESIUM, INC., 
Sandusky, Ohio, August 27, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: We have seen a copy of the letter mailed to you by 
Congressman A. D. Baumhart, Jr., on August 19, 1959. This letter expresses the 
situation accurately. We would add that navigation facilities here are as im- 
portant as irrigation is in New Mexico. 

We do hope you can get this matter out of committee in time for action this 
session. 

Sincerely yours, 
J.G. G, Frost, President. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1960. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Works, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that public hearings will be 
scheduled by your subcommittee for consideration of the omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill, H.R. 7634, which passed the House on August 16 of last year. 

In this connection, I am attaching a copy of my statement in behalf of 
Sandusky and Lorain Harbors, located in my congressional district. 

I will appreciate any proper consideration by your committee to these re- 
quests for harbor improvement. 

I trust that the attached statement may be included in your committee re- 
port on H.R. 7634. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. D. BAUMHART, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT BY THE HonorasLE A. D. BAuMHAR?T, JR. (13TH ONTO DISTRICT), 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ContTROoI—RIVERS AND HARBORS, OF 
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: It is my sincere pleasure to 
present to your committee today a statement on behalf of the two harbors located 
in the 18th Congressional District of Ohio, at Lorain and Sandusky, Ohio, which 
are included in the bill presently before you for consideration. I urge your 
approval of these two harbor-improvement programs because they are important 
not only to my district, but to the State of Ohio, and in view of the great St. 
Lawrence Seaway, to the Nation as well. 

I will not attempt to repeat the information that is contained in my state- 
ments before the House Public Works Committee relative to the program at 
Lorain Harbor, calling for $19,323,000; and the program at Sandusky Harbor, 
calling for an appropriation of $5,800,000. However, I do wish to emphasize the 
vast potential of the St. Lawrence Seaway, and the need for adequate harbor 
facilities along the Great Lakes. The tremendous investment in the Seaway, 
and the potential of the Seaway, cannot be fully realized until the receiving and 
shipping harbors in the Lakes are deepened to the controlling depth of the Sea- 
way, 27 feet, and suitable turning basins are provided at these ports. 

Sandusky and Lorain Harbors are both major coal-loading ports on the Great 
Lakes, and in view of their strategic location in the center of a rapidly growing 
industrial area there is every indication that coal shipments will increase, and 
the shipments of other items such as iron ore, crushed rock and limestone, will 
also become major receiving and shipping commodities. 

Another factor I wish to bring to your attention is the important contribution 
of our Great Lakes harbors to our national security. With the vast destructive 
forces of today, we cannot afford to have but two or three harbors in the Great 
lakes. The steel industry is the backbone of our national defense, and in my 
opinion there should be not several but at least six harbors, with the necessary 
controlling depth of 27 feet, and adequate facilities, to handle the Lake carriers. 

The local contribution to these programs, both by the city of Sandusky and the 
city of Lorain will be met. In Sandusky, local interests have already provided 
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more than $5 million for improvement and maintenance to Sandusky Harbor; 
and Mayor John Jaworski of Lorain, on September 16, 1959, forwarded a reso- 
lution of intent to cooperate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the 
improvements at Lorain Harbor as set forth in the Corps’ report. 

I have not repeated the statistics and other factors that so clearly define the 
justification and need for this work at the Lorain Harbor and Sandusky Harbor; 
however, I do respectfully ask that you read the material presented to the 
House Public Works Committee so that you may have the complete picture. [I 
feel sure you will concur with the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of the Budget, 
the House committee, as well as with the people of Lorain and Sandusky, that 
these appropriations must indeed be approved at this time. Thank you. 


STATEMENT or C. D. LAMBROS, Crry MANAGER OF ASHTABULA, OHIO, ON H.R. 7634 
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, U.S. SENATE, APRIL 24, 1960 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as the city manager of Ash- 
tabula, Ohio, a port city on Lake Erie, I want to thank you gentlemen for the 
privilege of testifying before this committee on this very important legislation 
affecting the Ashtabula area. 

As a port city we were very pleased to see the commencement of the Great 
Lakes harbor study which was authorized by the resolutions in May 1956 and 
June 27, 1956, respectively, in the Public Works Committee of the Senate and 
House. Thereafter the Corps of Engineers made their comprehensive studies 
and reports. 

The federally improved harbors such as Ashtabula are used primarily for iron 
ore, coal, stone, and now package cargo. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway was inaugurated and designed to provide 27-foot 
draft from Montreal to Lake Hrie. The Great Lakes connecting channels will 
provide 27-foot controlling depth to the upper three lakes—and in order for 
Ashtabula to realize the benefit of these improvements, the deepening of the 
harbor to accommodate the deep draft vessel traffic is of the utmost necessity. 

The trend and now the actual building and use of deep-draft vessels makes it 
necessary that harbors like Ashtabula be improved. The comprehensive study 
by the Corps of Engineers and the annual benefits cited in the interim report 
on Ashtabula Harbor clearly indicate that the transportation saving on iron ore 
resulting from more efficient fleet of larger vessels that will use the connecting 
channels and harbors will be $877,900, with a benefit-cost ratio of 4.2. 

I would like to also point out to the committee that Ashtabula Harbor was 
the top seaway port in 1959. According to the report prepared by the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Authority and St. Lawrence Development Corporation, Ash- 
tabula led seaway tonnage with a total of 2,236,022 tons of cargo. Chicago 
came in second with 2,208,681 tons, Toledo with 1,851,680 tons, and Cleveland 
with 1,712,329 tons. U.S. ports handled 21,131,835 tons of seaway cargo in 1959. 
From all indications and estimates Ashtabula should again lead in seaway ton- 
nage 1960. 

In testifying here and urging the passage of H.R. 7634, I feel it important 
to explain to this committee what our community is doing in fulfilling its share 
of the responsibility. It is my view that local governments have certain duties 
to perform where Federal funds are used and where local interests have indi- 
cated a willingness to cooperate. 

In this connection I would like to advise this committee about what Ashtabula 
is doing. The city of Ashtabula is a small city of some 27,000 population. In 
spite of our size and our limited and narrow tax base, we felt it important and 
have engaged professional planners who are working on a comprehensive master 
plan for the city and the surrounding area. This has included a study of the 
economy of our area, a major street plan, and many others. As part of our 
planning program, our professional planners, Harland Bartholomew and Asso- 
ciates of St. Louis, Mo., will prepare a transportation study. This information 
will be made available to the Corps of Engineers for future planning purposes. 

Recently, our planners completed the major street plan which has been for- 
warded for State and Federal review to the State and Federal agencies con- 
cerned. 

The point that I want to make is this: A port city such as Ashtabula, with 
professional planning projected 20 and 30 years ahead will not only help Ash- 
tabula Harbor, but will result in the development of the necessary facilities, 
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roads and transportation media to assist in the betterment of the hinterland 
area that the Ashtabula port is servicing. Youngstown, Warren, Pittsburgh, 
Rast Liverpool, and other areas will be benefited by the work that we do to 
build and better our port facilities. We in Ashtabula have acknowledged our 
local responsibility and are not sitting back and letting “Uncle Sam” do all the 
work. We will put our shoulders to the wheel. Through our city planning 
commission, our port commission and our citizens’ support, we will cooperate 
with the Federal Government in the harbor program. 

I respectfully urge favorable action on H.R. 7634, particularly as recom- 
mended in H. Doc. No. 148, 86th Congress, at an estimated cost of $4,077,000 for 
Ashtabula Harbor, and urge enactment of this bill as early as possible. 


Senator Kerr. Is Congressman Sisk here? 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman B. F. Sisk of the 
12th Congressional District of California, and I am very happy to 
be here today to join with my two friends, Senator Engle and Senator 
Kuchel, in support of the Merced River project. 

I simply want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I want to commend the 
manager and the members of the board of directors of Merced Irri- 
gation District for an outstanding job of development of the Merced 
River Basin, and today I am very happy to have the opportunity to 
introduce Kenneth McSwain, manager of the Merced Irrigation Dis- 
trict, who will present the project and the details concerning the 
project 

Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman Sisk. We will be glad to 
hear from Mr. McSwain. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. McSWAIN, CHIEF ENGINEER AND 
MANAGER, MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McSwarn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Kenneth Me- 
Swain, chief engineer and manager of the Merced Irrigation District 
located in Merced County, Calif. Iam in the company of Mr. George 
T. Mack, president of the board of directors; Mr. Glen Sheesley, vice 
president ; and Mr. Carl Christianson, our secretary-treasurer. 

I prepared a formal statement, and may I have permission to file 
that ¢ 

Senator Kerr. The chairman has a copy of it and it will be placed in 
the record. 

Mr. McSwain. Thank you, sir. 

This Merced River project is a $83 million development that we 
propose to build ourselves, meaning a public agency. 

We are requesting of the Congress an authorization for Federal 
contributions toward flood control in an amount to be determined by 
the Secretary of the Army, and we would operate for flood control 
under the Corps of Engineers’ criteria. 

There was some discussion this morning as to the amount of money 
involved in this sort of thing. 

Mr. Schultz, of the department of water resources, mentioned the 
$20 million figure. 

In our prepared statement we have stated that the sum should not 
exceed $20 million. The corps is working up those figures at this time. 








620 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


We made some estimates as to that figure based on the benefits that 
the corps have worked out, perhaps 2 or 3 years ago, and since they 
are still working on them, why, the $20 million is an outside figure. 

There are two or three small points more that I would like to 
bring out. 

One is that the capital outlay by the Federal Government under our 
proposal would amount to somewhere between one-fifth and one- 
seventh of the amount that would be required for capital outlay if 
the Federal Government built a separate flood control project. 

The reason for that is that we are able to incorporate our present 
Exchequer Dam development on the Merced River into this Merced 
River project plan, and there are very distinct advantages to that. 

Another point that we feel is quite important is the Merced Irriga- 
tion- District will take care of the maintenance and operation of the 
project, and the United States will not be asked to carry that as they 
do in most flood control projects. 

Last, none of the flood-control benefits accrue to lands within the 
Merced district. These benefits are for the lands and cities down- 
stream on the Merced, which is a tributary to the San Joaquin River, 
and the Sacramento River Delta. 

Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions, why, I would be glad: 
totry toanswerthem. If not, thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate your statement that you have given 
us, Mr. McSwain. You have answered a question that I had in 
mind, ‘Thank you very much. 

Mr. McSwarn. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Senator Kerr. Is there anything else, Congressman ? 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate 
your hearing us. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. McSwain follows :) 


MERCED IRRIGATION District, STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. McSwain, CHIEF 
ENGINEER AND MANAGER OF THE MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT, MERCED, CALIF., 
TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop CONTROL AND RIVERS AND HARBORS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON PusLIc Works, U.S. SENATE, 86TH ConaREss, Hon. Rosert S. 
Kerr, CHAIRMAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Kenneth R. Mc- 
Swain. I am chief engineer and manager of the Merced Irrigation District 
located in Merced County, Calif. I have been with the district 28 years and 
in my present position for over 16 years. Accompanying me are George T. 
Mack, president of the district; Glen Sheesley, vice president of the district; 
and Car] T. Christianson, secretary of the district. 

The district lies in the San Joaquin Valley about midway between Stockton 
and Fresno. Population is about 60,000; the cities of Merced, Atwater, and 
Livingston; the towns of Planada, Le Grand, and Winton; and the Strategic 
Air Command’s Castle Air Force Base are included and depend upon pumping 
from groundwater for their domestic and industrial supplies. 

During 1958 we irrigated 108,187 acres, producing crops valued at $38 mil- 
lion. The most important crops in order of value were permanent pasture, 
peaches, alfalfa, vineyard, tomatoes, sweet potatoes, almonds, and corn, all of 
which had a value of over $1 million. 

To provide the water required for this production the district owns and 
operates Exchequer Dam and Lake McClure on the Merced River, more than 
700 miles of canals, and the many other facilities necessary for irrigation ac- 
tivities. District assets are in excess of $23 million and the outstanding debt 
is less than $5 million. 

The storage capacity of Lake McClure is inadequate, there being an irriga- 
tion deficiency in 1 year out of 3. This deficiency has exceeded 50 percent twice 
in the last 30 years and averages almost 10 percent with a resultant crop loss 
of about $2 million per year. 
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Thus, the Merced Irrigation District is a most valuable element in the economy 
of the area and the State and is in sound financial condition. It does not, how- 
ever, have adequate facilities for water storage and in many years there is a 
consequent loss in agricultural production. 

The present development does not provide flood control of the Merced River, 
which has a record of causing serious damage in its lower reaches and of con- 
tributing to flood damage on the San Joaquin River below the mouth of the 
Merced. None of the flooded lands are within the boundaries of the district. 
We have been advised by the Corps of Engineers that the benefits from adequate 
flood control are estimated to average about $560,000 per year. 

In view of these circumstances, the district has prepared a plan for further 
development of the water resources of the Merced River. This plan includes 
the following elements: 

1. Raise the existing Exchequer Dam to increase the reservoir capacity from 
its present 281,200 acre-feet to 1 million acre-feet. The installed power plant 
capacity will be increased from 35,000 kilowatts to 91,000 kilowatts. 

2. Build a new dam 18 miles upstream from Exchequer, to be known as Bagby 
Dam. This will provide a reservoir capacity of 415,000 acre-feet and a power- 
plant of 50,000 kilowatts. 

8. Construct a new dam 9 miles downstream from Exchequer to be named 
Snelling Dam. One hundred ninety thousand acre-feet will be impounded in 
the reservoir ; the powerplant will develop 25,000 kilowatts. 

4. A small irrigation supply holding reservoir will be built on the irrigation 
main canal to aid in regulating irrigation discharges. 

The project will provide flood control below Snelling Dam, store sufficient 
water for irrigation so that even during a long series of drought years the supply 
will not be less than 90 percent of needs, will assure sufficient releases to pre- 
serve downstream fish life, will provide extensive recreation facilities, and will 
develop sufficient power te pay for all features of the project except flood con- 
trol. It is truly a multipurpose development of the river. 

The total estimated construction cost is $83 million. 

Included with this statement is a map showing the location of the district 
and its relation to the area of the proposed development. A second map indi- 
cates the location of the dams and reservoirs and shows some of their impor- 
tant features. 

The plan has the advantage of providing for a unified development of a 42- 
mile stretch of the Merced River, with responsibility residing in the Merced 
Irrigation District. The district has already partially developed the river and 
is the owner and operator of Exchequer Dam, a key element in any full devel- 
opment of the resource. 

The proposed legislation on which we seek your favorable action contemplates 
that the Secretary of the Army and the Merced Irrigation District will make a 
determination of the equitable portion of the cost of the project that is properly 
allocable to flood control. It further contemplates that, in return for a Federal 
contribution of this allocated flood control cost, the district will operate the space 
in the reservoirs reserved for flood control according to rules established by the 
Corps of Engineers. The district is willing to enter into the customary agree- 

nent with the Corps of Engineers in this regard. 

There are substantial advantages to a unified, single agency, multiple-purpose 
development of the Merced River as proposed in the Merced Irrigation District 
plan. This plan will accomplish all of the purposes intended by both the Fed- 
eral Government and the district at the maximum financial advantage to both 
parties. 

In the event the United States should undertake to provide flood control on 
the Merced River equal to that contemplated by the Merced Irrigation District, 
it is estimated that the capital cost would be between $105 million and $140 
nillion. This is based on preliminary studies of an adequate dam upstream 
from Exchequer. It does not take advantage of the possibility of raising 
Exchequer Dam, since the Federal Government does not own the latter and to 
affect some form of joint ownership and operation agreement between the two 
parties would be very awkward and difficult. In addition to its high capital 
cost to the Government, a separate flood control project would not produce as 
much power revenue as the proposed three-dam district plan, since the latter 
has greater flexibility of operation and can produce substantially more depend- 
able energy than the single-dam development. 
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There appears to be no possibility that the capital cost of a separate Federal 
project, less allocations to flood control, can be paid for from power revenues, 
Some portions of the cost would have to be made up from other sources if finan- 
cial feasibility is to be realized. 

The Merced Irrigation District project, on the other hand, will provide the 
same flood control benefits as a separate Federal project and it is expected to pay 
off its capital cost, less flood control contributions, but including interest and 
maintenance and operation costs, without aid from other Sources. The cost to 
the United States would not exceed $20 million, or from one-fifth to one-seventh 
of the Federal funds required to build a separate project. Furthermore, there 
would be no annual maintenance and operation costs for the Government to meet. 

The overall economy, not only to the Federal Government, but also to the local 
water users, of the Merced Irrigation District plan as compared to a separate 
Federal plan is very substantial. This is not a criticism of a separate Federal 
plan, but simply a recognition of the fortunate circumstance of the district being 
able to take maximum advantage of the development it already has on the river, 
and the savings to be made by expanding the existing development rather than 
proceeding with a separate one. 

This proposal is for the Federal Government to make a contribution to the 
construction cost of the local river development project in return for which flood 
control benefits would be provided. In 1958, Public Law 85-500 was enacted, 
which does exactly the same thing for the State of California, proposed Oroville 
Dam on the Feather River. In fact, the legistatton requested for the Merced 
project uses the same language and is a virtual copy of Public Law 85-500, with 
names changed. 

In several other instances, Federal authorizations have been made for flood 
control contributions to non-Federal projects. Among them are the following: 

Public Law 534, 78th Congress, December 22, 1944: Cherry Valley and New 
Don Pedro Dams, Calif. 

Public Law 436, 83d Congress, June 28, 1954: Coosa River, Ala. 

Public Law 476, 88d Congress, July 6, 1954: Markham Ferry Dam, Okla. 

Public “Law 544, 83d Congress, July 27, 1954: Priest Rapids Dam, Wash. 

Public Law 85-100, 85th Congress, July 3, 1958: San Dieguito Dam, Calif. 

To summarize, we respectfully request that legislation be enacted which will 
authorize a contribution of Federal funds in an amount to be determined by the 
Secretary of Army and the Merced Irrigation District and which will be recom- 
pense for flood control benefits to be provided in the proposed development by the 
district. These benefits will be thus obtained at the least possible cost to the 
United States under the most equitable and workable plan for multiple-purpose 
development of the Merced River. 

We urge your favorable consideration of the legislation. 


EXHIBITS 


Location map, Merced River development (attached). 

General plan, Merced River development (attached). 

Financial statement of the Secretary and Annual Report of the Chief Engineer 
and Manager, Merced Irrigation District, 1958 (attached). 


Senator Kerr. Mayor Fred Brown? 


STATEMENT OF C. B. BULL, SUPERVISOR, SAN JOAQUIN 
COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Buuu. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. B. Bull, supervisor of 
San Joaquin County, Calif., and director of our countywide flood 
control and water conservation district. 

I am appearing before your honorable body today on behalf of 
Senate bill 2766, which would authorize Federal participation in 
financing the flood control aspects of a multipurpose dam or dams 
on the Mokelumne River. 

This bill, introduced by Senator Kuchel for himself and Senator 
Engle, will amend H.R. 7634, the omnibus public works bill, and as- 
sure the residents of northern San Joaquin County the flood protec- 
tion they desire and need so badly now. 
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The California State engineer's decision dated July 3, 1956, ordered 
that East Bay Municipal Utility District’s application be approved 
for direct diversion and storage of water on Mokelumne River, but 
with the following three special conditions and terms relating to the 
Camanche Dam and Reservoir: 

1. That local interests or the Federal Government be afforded an 
opportunity to participate in the construction of Camanche Dam and 
Reservoir for flood control purposes, 

2. No diversion shall be made under this permit at the Camanche 
site until an agreement has been reached between the permittee and 
the State department of fish and game with respect to flows to be by- 
passed for fish life. 

3. An opportunity for local interests to put the water to beneficial 
use on an interiny basis. 

We are asking your sincere consideration of this amendment for 
the following reasons : 

1. The Corps of Engineers study shows a flood-control or single- 
purpose dam is not feasible now or probably never will be. 

2. No part. of the flood protection by this project will accrue to 
East Bay Municipal Utility District’s area. The major benefit will 
be to the residents and property in San Joaquin County, the city of 
Lodi, and the delta area. 

This protection is sorely needed, as the Corps of Engineers states 
if proper flood-control measures are not taken, annual damage in the 
amount of $870,000 in the downstream area and the eastern Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Delta will result. 

This is over 10 percent. of the Corps of Engineers’ estimated total 
costs of $8 million for the flood-control portion of this project, which 
is only about 21 percent of the total project. 

Also I would like to call your attention to the fact that the area 
flooded and the persons endangered are not in the lowlands of this 
river. The Mokelumne River has two very high banks, and the flood 
plain in between, and it has a definite river bottom area, particularly 
used for agricultural purposes only. 

It contains no homes or buildings. San Joaquin County would not 
allow subdivisions in this area by its zoning law. In other words, we 
have not built in a section and then are asking Federal help to 
control the floods in a particular section. 

Damage to persons or property is completely outside of the normal 
flood plain area, and that would complete my points that I would like 
to bring out to you. 

I would like to introduce Mayor Fred Brown, who has a short 
statement, very short statement. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Fred. 


STATEMENT OF FRED BROWN, MAYOR, LODI, SAN JOAQUIN 
COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Brown. My name is Fred Brown, mayor of the city of Lodi, 
San Joaquin County, Calif. 

Iam appearing before you today on behalf of Senate bill 2766 which 
would authorize a flood-control project on the Mokelumne River. 


44845—60—pt. 329 





624. RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


I have a certified copy of our resolution 2312, passed unanimously 
by our city council April 19, 1960, urging the authorization of this 
project for the protection of the lives and property of our citizens, 
The Mokelumne River is our north city limit line for almost 2 miles. 


With your permission, I would like to file this resolution for the 
record, 


Thank you for permission to appear on behalf of this project. 
Senator Kerr. Fine. Thank you, Mr. Brown. We are glad to have 
had you and your statement. 


(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 2313 


Whereas the city of Lodi is a municipal corporation of the State of California, 
situated in San Joaquin County, on the banks of the Mokelumne River; and 

Whereas at numerous times in the past the said Mokelumne River has over- 
flowed its banks and has flooded the adjacent lands, properties, and homes of 
residents of the city of Lodi; and 

Whereas the City Council of the City of Lodi has long been interested in 
furthering any program or plan which will tend to reduce the possibilities of the 
flooding of the said Mokelumne River ; and 

Whereas the City Council of Lodi is familiar with the report of the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers and its studies of the said Mokelumne River, as well as with the 
proposed. plans for the construction of a dam on said river by the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District : Now, therefore, 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Lodi as follows: 

(1) That the Senate of the United States be requested to approve the report 
and recommendation of the U.S. Corps of Engineers that deals with the 
Mokelumne River in San Joaquin and Calaveras Counties of California. 

(2) That the Senate of the United States be requested to approve Federal 
flood control participation in the construction of the proposed dam of the East 
Bay Municipal Utility District so that all necessary and proper flood control 
measure will be included in said project. 

(3) That a certified copy of this resolution be delivered to the proper sub- 
committee of the U.S. Senate. 

(4) That the mayor of the city of Lodi, Fred M. Brown, is hereby authorized 
to present testimony and to file this resolution with the proper subcommittee 
of the U.S. Senate and officially state the city of Lodi’s position with regard to 
the proposed construction of the dam on the Mokelumne River. 

Dated April 19, 1960. 

Certified to be a full, true and correct copy of Resolution 2313 of the City 
Council of the City of Lodi, Calif., passed and adopted in a regularly adjourned 
meeting held April 19, 1960, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Councilmen Culbertson, Katzakian, Mitchell, Robinson, and Brown. 

Noes: Councilmen, none. 

Absent: Councilmen, none. 


BEATRICE GARIBALDI, City Clerk. 
[SEAL] 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Arthur Nordstrom. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR W. NORDSTROM, ASSISTANT CITY AT- 
TORNEY, LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEPARTMENT; ACCOMPANIED 
BY EDWARD V. DOCKWEILER, CHIEF ENGINEER, LOS ANGELES 
HARBOR DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Norpsrrom. Mr. Chairman, my name is Arthur W. Nordstrom, 
and I am assistant city attorney of the city of Los Angeles, and have 
been designated to the harbor department of that city. 

I am here to request approval by the committee of a dredging proj- 
ect for the west basin in Los Angeles Harbor. 
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I have prepared a rather comprehensive statement with some ex- 
hibits and maps attached to it whieh I would ask, with your permis- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, leave to file for the record. 

Senator Kerr. We will make your statement a part of the record. 
I believe your maps have been made a part of the record by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Norpsrrom. I see. I did not know what they had submitted 
because I was not here last week. 

May I make just certain general observations with reference to the 
necessity for this project and how the port of Los Angeles has for the 
last 18 years been endeavoring to make this west basin available for 
future expansion in Los Angeles Harbor. 

About 18 years ago there was a certain area of privately owned land 
at the end of the west basin which separated the west basin and tide- 
lands from thhe nearest available street. That property was acquired 
by the city of Los Angeles, the port of Los Angeles. 

About the same time certain properties on the back land adjacent to 
the southwest slip of the west basin were acquired from the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co.; also certain lands between the existing roadway 
surrounding west basin and the new harbor freeway were acquired. 

All of these were looking toward the day that the west basin could 
be used as the means of providing adequate expansion factilities for 
the added commerce that has come to the southern California area 
and the Los Angeles district. 

We have all of those things accomplished now with reference to the 
required back lands. 

T'wo previous reports or projects considered by the Corps of Engi- 
neers with reference to the dredging in the west basin in previous 
years recognized the necessity of west basin as a means of expansion 
and improvement. 

However, there was a drawbridge across the entrance of the west 
basin practically cutting it off from the balance of the harbor. 

The port of Los Angeles then instituted proceedings before the 
Corps of Engineers to have that bridge declared an unreasonable ob- 
struction to navigation. That was done. The bridge has been re- 
moved, the entrance to the west basin has been dredged at local ex- 
pense, some $600,000, together with some dredging along the east side 
of the west basin, and the only thing holding up the west basin now 
as a means of proper future expansion and proper handling of present 
cargo in the west basin and present shipping is the dredging of the 
west basin, the shoal that is in the center of the west basin, and dredg- 
ing the balance of the west basin to a project depth like the rest of 
the harbor of 30 feet. None of the west basin is of that depth at the 
present, time. 

Appended to—just to call your attention, Mr. Chairman, to this 
circumstance, appended to the statement that I presented are certain 
letters which have been presented to the Corps of Engineers and the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, which illustrate the ne- 
cessity not only for the present commerce in the west basin but also 
for the future commerce of adequately dredging the west basin to the 
project depth for the balance of the harbor and clearing out the shoal 
which is a hazard to navigation, 
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With that statement I would like to submit the matter. ‘Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman and the committee, for this opportunity to appear be- 
fore you. 

Admiral Dockweiler, retired, who is now chief harbor engineer 
for the port of Los Angeles is with me, and he may have a few remarks 
which, with your permission, I would ask that he be permitted to give, 

Senator Kerr. All right, Admiral. 

Mr. Dockwetter. Mr. Chairman, as chief engineer, one of my 
duties is to make the necessary studies in connection with the future 
development of our port. 

I have recently completed such a study. We are now implementing 
that study with a $38 million construction program. ‘This program 
will be completed within about 414 years, and one very singular and 
alarming fact was uncovered during the process of my studies for 
this report, and that was after we complete this program we will only 
have available for development existing sites for seven additional 
berths. 

Senator Kerr. Additional what, Admiral? 

Mr. Dockweicer. For seven additional berths, that is not terminal, 
Mr. Senator, that is berths: and it points up the fact that unless we 
get this dredge in the west basin which will enable me to dig two 
deep slips to the westward, which will give me 10 to 12 additional 
berths in the west basin over and above those that now exist, we are 
going to be hard-pressed for our future development. 

This is a program, as Mr. Nordstrom explained to you, which has 
been requested approximately 2 or 3 times before, and with always the 
impediment of that portion which shippers would naturally be loath 
to use. 

It was only about 140-foot clearance, and even under this present 
program IT am building now or T have on the design boards, a new 
terminal in the northern section which will cost me in excess of $6 
million in the west basin itself—I feel quite certain that after that 
terminal is completed, that there will be probably constant complaints 
from the shipping people in view of the delays in navigating the very 
circuitous channel and a channel which is not even sufficiently dredged 
in itself. 


T would like to urge that you include this program, Mr. Senator, 
in your report for this coming bill. 

Senator Kerr. Well, thank you, Admiral, and thank you, Mr. Nord- 
strom. 

Mr. Norpsrrom. One further thing, Mr. Chairman. I have four 
photographs taken from our new $6 million pier in the west basin 
which show the shoal in front of it, and I would like to submit that to 
you for your information. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have them and have it filed with 
the committee. 

I would like to remind you gentlemen that the committee is quite 
interested in the project, and has been impréssed not only by your 
statements but the evidence of the corps. You are aware of the fact 
that we have not yet been favored by a report from our Bureau of 
the Budget ? 

Mr. Norpstrom. I am aware of that, and we are working as best we 
can to get the reports out. I understand from the Chief of Engineers 


a a — se 


you, 
r be- 


ineer 
1arks 
give, 


r my 
ature 


iting 
vram 
‘and 
s for 
only 
ional 


inal, 
3S we 
' two 
ional 
e are 


1 has 
s the 
loath 


esent 
new 
»f $6 
that 
aints 
very 
dged 


ator, 
‘ord- 
four 
basin 
iat to 
with 
quite 
your 
. fact 


iu of 


st we 
neers 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—-FLOOD CONTROL 627 


they were mailed to the State and to the Department of Interior on the 
11th of this month, and we are trying to get replies to them and we 
are hoping to get replies in time to meet your needs. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(‘The prepared statement of Mr. Nordstrom follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR W. NorDSTROM, ASSISTANT City ATTORNEY, LOS ANGELES 
Harsor DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Arthur W. Nord- 
strom. Iam an assistant city attorney of the city of Los Angeles and have been 
designated as administrative assistant to the general manager of the harbor 
department of that city. I have served as attorney, including administrative 
duties, with the port of Los Angeles for 20 years. 

I have asked for the privilege of appearing before you on behalf of the people 
of the city of Los Angeles in order to acquaint you with certain problems in the 
west basin of Los Angeles Harbor and to request that that certain project for 
dredging the west basin, which is the subject of a “Review Report for Naviga- 
tion, Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., west basin, Los Angeles 
Harbor,” dated January 15, 1960, of the district engineer for the U.S. Army 
Engineer District, Los Angeles, approved by the division engineer for the U.S. 
Army Engineer Division, South Pacific, San Francisco, Calif., on January 22, 
1960, and approved by the Board for Rivers and Harbors, U.S. Pngineers, on 
March 30, 1960, be adopted and authorized by appropriate amendment to H.R. 
7634, which is now being considered by your honorable committee. In this con- 
nection, I appreciate the opportunity that has been given me to appear before 
your committee for this purpose. 

We have in Los Angeles one of the major ports in this Nation and one which 
has for over 25 years handled the largest water-borne tonnage of commercial 
cargo of any port on the Pacific coast. In order for the port of Los Angeles 
to keep pace with the demands of commerce and navigation incident to the 
large population growth in southwestern United States, particularly southern 
California, the port has had to strain its resources to the limit to provide 
facilities necessary to meet the ever increasing demands for shipping and 
terminal facilities. For a number of years last past the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners of the port of Los Angeles has been diligently seeking means 
and locations for the improvement and expansion of the port of Los Angeles 
for these purposes. The west basin in the port of Los Angeles is now the best 
location in which to provide new terminals and transit sheds to serve the 
commerce of the Nation in this area. This is true because the west basin, though 
already extensively improved, has considerable area with adequate backland 
available that may be further used to accommodate such added, expanded port 
facilities and because the west basin is unaffected by the land subsidence taking 
place in the port of Long Beach and, to a lesser degree, in the east basin of 
the port of Los Angeles in the vicinity of Cerritos Channel. 


DESCRIPTION OF WEST BASIN 


The west basin, port of Los Angeles, is now the only water area in the port 
used for commercial shipping which has not been dredged and improved to a 
project depth of 35 feet below mean lower low water. The west basin is located 
in the northwesterly portion of the port of Los Angeles and consists of the 
west basin proper, together with an arm thereof called the southwest slip of 
the west basin. The southwest slip is dredged in parts to 30 feet, with shallower 
portions here and there of 20 and 25 feet. The perimeter of the west basin 
proper is dredged to 30 feet with some shallower spots of 28 feet. The center 
portion of the west basin proper has not been dredged and much of that portion 
consists of a shoal which is exposed in many places at low tides. 

On the southerly side of the west basin there is a marine terminal oil tank 
farm of the Standard Oil Co., with wharves for loading, and next to that on 
the west are the extensive installations of the Todd Shipyards Corp., extending 
clear to the westerly limits of the southwest slip. On the north side of the 
southwest slip there are marine terminal oil tank farms, with wharves for 
loading, of the Tidewater Associated Oil Co. and Time Oil Co. Immediately 
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to the north of Time Oil Co. and on the westerly side of the west basin proper 
are the yards and wharves of the Sun Lumber Co. At the north end of the 
west basin proper there are the yards and wharves being used for the handling 
of hundreds of millions of board feet of lumber to serve the building needs of 
the Los Angeles metropolitan area. On the easterly side of the west basin 
proper, starting on the south, are the oil tank farm and loading wharves of 
the Union Oil Co. and the wharves and loading apparatus of the fruit terminal 
which handles all of the bananas, together with other types of fruit, entering 
Los Angeles Harbor. Next to the north are the transit sheds at berths 143- 
145-146, used by the Pope & Talbot and Holland-American lines, and a new 
concrete wharf and clear span transit shed just completed by the port of Los 
Angeles at berths 141 and 142, used by the General Steamship Co., agents for 
seven foreign steamship lines, having annual sailings of an average of 150 vessels, 
serving all ports of the world. Appended to this statement is a map of the 
west basin, marked “Exhibit B,’’ which shows the location of these present 
existing improvements and uses. 

-The report of the U.S. Engineer, Los Angeles district, previously referred to, 
shows that the west basin area in the past has had an annual average vessel 
traffic of 779 general cargo vessels and 379 tankers. Commercial fishing boats 
are not included in this total. Of these vessels 108, on an annual average, had 
a draft of 30 feet or more when laden. 

The center shoal portion of the west basin proper and the fact that the 
southwest slip and the perimeter of the west basin proper have only a maximum 
dredged depth of 30 feet, makes the use of the west basin and the southwest 
slip thereof a serious hazard to large vessels. For example, vessels using the 
north end of the west basin must either proceed around the shoal by turning 
or must turn into the east channel of the west basin and proceed astern in 
order to return to the main turning basin. Vessels often remain at berths along 
the east side of the basin rather than assume the risk of proceeding during 
southwesterly winds and strong breezes. During periods of low tide, deep-draft 
vessels must await tides before loading or moving and unusual conditions of 
tide, such as caused by surge, tend to aggravate these navigational problems, 
The danger of grounding in the central shoal area due to conditions of wind 
and tide require additional tug service for safe navigation of large vessels. 

All of these circumstances create a hazard to navigation and add to the costs 
of vessel operation. The cost of operating large ocean-going vessels of all 
types is, at best, high and delays caused by awaiting feasible tidal conditions, 
using unnecessarily long channels for arrival and departure and the requirement 
of additional tug service when moving such vessels only unreasonably agegra- 
vate the cost of operating such vessels and adds to the price of goods delivered 
by water in this area. 


HISTORY OF PROJECT FOR WEST BASIN 


The history of the creation of the west basin originated approximately in 
the year 1912 when certain dredging operations were commenced by the Corps 
of Engineers. To date the Corps has removed about 4 million cubie yards in 
dredging operations. In addition, dredging by private interests and, during 
World War II, by the Department of the Navy in the development of shipyards 
in the southwest slip, has been done. The port of Los Angeles, over the course 
of years from 1916 to 1960, to provide minimum functional access to its facili- 
ties, has removed approximately 6 million cubic yards. 

The present proposed project for the improvement of the west basin by 
dredging to a project depth of 35 feet below mean lower low water, is but a 
modification of the project considered in reports contained in House Document 
843, 76th Congress, 3d session, and House Document 161, 83d Congress, 1st 
session. 

In House Document 843, the conclusions of the district engineer, Los Angeles 
district, were to the effect that further consideration of the improvement of 
the west basin by the United States was not deemed advisable until (1) local 
interests should present definite plans for future development of the basin and 
(2) until the drawbridge across the entrance of the basin should be removed. 

The report of the district engineer, Los Angeles district, contained in House 
Document 161, and dated May 15, 1951, contains the recommendation that, while 
the dredging of the west basin is needed, no improvement of west basin should 
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be undertaken by the United States until removal of the bridge across the 
entrance to the west basin. 

The Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles immediately 
thereafter reinstituted steps to have that drawbridge removed, which culminated 
in an order of the Secretary of the Army that the drawbridge be removed as 
an unreasonable obstruction to navigation. The Congress appropriated $245,000 
under the Truman-Hobbs Act and the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the 
City of Los Angeles appropriated $600,000, as contributions toward the cost of 
removing the bridge and relocating railroad trackage around the west basin. 
The major justitication for these large expenditures of Federal and local funds 
was that the removal of the bridge would be in effect the removal of the last 
obstacle to the further development of the west basin by Federal dredging of 
the hazardous shoals and shallows and by local interest construction of slips, 
wharves, and sheds. 


FUTURE DEVELOPMENT, WEST BASIN, LOS ANGELES HARBOR 


The Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles, following 
the removal of the west basin drawbridge, reactivated studies which had already 
been made for the development of new terminals in the west basin. Because 
of the pressing immediate need for additional facilities n the port of Los 
Angeles, the board of harbor commissioners has had designed, constructed 
and completed along the east side of the west basin, extending in to slip Y, a 
new concrete wharf approximately 1,600 feet long with a clear span transit 
shed 1,008 feet long by 200 feet wide, at a cose of $4,600,000, in round figures. 

The Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles has recently 
approved a comprehensive development study and expansion program and has 
directed the general manager and the chief harbor engineer of the port of 
Los Angeles to proceed with the first increment of its accomplishment, at a 
total cost to the port of Los Angeles of $38,000,000. The funds are to be pro- 
vided locally from current revenues of the port of Los Angeles and from the 
issuance of revenue bonds by the port of Los Angeles up to $24 million. The 
west basin plays a very vital, integral and key part in this development pro- 
gram. 

The portion of the program in locations outside of the west basin in the 
port of Los Angeles are quite limited. Further improvement of the east basin 
is being deferred as much as possible until the total effects of land subsidence 
previously mentioned become known. The only other remaining practical loca- 
tions outside of the west basin consist of one adjacent to the turning basia on 
Terminal Island, another in the outer harbor area near the supertanker facility 
recently constructed, and an additional site to become available in the outer 
harbor when a current small boat anchorage lease expires. These three po- 
tential developments, when available, will only furnish room for about seven 
additional berths. 

In the west basin the present program of future development includes the 
recently completed new terminal at berths 141-142, referred to above, at a cost 
of about $4,600,000. The port of Los Angeles is now engaged in extending 
that wharf approximately 500 feet northward at an additional cost of $600,000. 
A 400 foot section of wharf, preferentially assigned to the Sun Lumber Co., on 
the west side of the west basin is about to be replaced at an additional cost of 
$500,000. The present future program also includes the construction of a new 
terminal facility along the north side of the west basin from berths 135 to 140, 
at an estimated cost of $6 million. This present future program and this present 
and recently completed construction are pointed out to emphasize the circum- 
stance that the port of Los Angeles, with the exception of the hereinbefore 
stated locations, has no place to turn for its future development except to the 
west basin. When the existing improvements in the west basin are evaluated 
in conjunction with those to be commenced within the year, the dredging of 
this entire basin to the standard project depth for the port of Los Angeles 
of 35 feet below mean lower low water becomes a necessary corollary. 

But these improvements in the west basin, which have just been completed 
or are on the drafting board, constitute only the beginning of the development 
of the west basin as contemplated in the comprehensive plan of the board of 
harbor commissioners for the port. The ultimate development of two addi- 
tional slips on the west side of the west basin proper and the development of 
facilities on the slip at the end of the west basin to the north, as well as the 





















































630 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


existing development on the east and south sides of the west basin, are depicted 
on a map attached to this statement termed, “West Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, 
Future Development” and marked “Exhibit C.” Existing development is colored 
in beige and yellow and proposed additional ultimate new development is 
colored in orange. 

The development on the west side of the west basin is predicated upon the 
dredging of two new slips 1,800 feet and 2,000 feet long, respectively, and the 
relocation of the Wilmington-San Pedro Road, railroad tracks, and all utilities 
to a position adjacent to the existing harbor freeway. Excess earth northerly 
of San Pedro-Wilmington Road is now being removed in anticipation of this 
accomplishment. The dredging of these slips will make available sites for at 
least 10 more berths in addition to those that now exist or that the board of 
harbor commissioners of the port of Los Angeles are now constructing along 
the present shoreline of the west basin. All of these future plans are dependent 
for their economic feasibility now upon the dredging of the west basin and the 
southwest slip thereof to a project depth of 35 feet. 


STATUS OF PRESENT PROJECT 


Recognizing that existing uses of the west basin are hampered by, and 
that new construction by the port of Los Angeles could only be justified by 
the removal of, existing shoals and shallows in the west basin and the dredging 
thereof to a 35-foot project depth, the board of harbor commissioners of the 
city of Los Angeles requested the Committee on Public Works of the House 
of Representatives to request the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to 
review the reports for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors contained in 
House Document 161, 88d Congress, 1st session, and prior reports, to determine 
if it would be advisable to improve the entire west basin by dredging the 
basin to a depth to accommodate existing and prospective commerce. This the | 
Comunittee on Public Works did by resolution adopted June 27, 1956. 

The district engineer, Los Angeles district, concurred in by the division engi- | 
neer, San Francisco division, and approved by the Board of KNngineers for Rivers 
and Harbors on March 30, 1960, in a “Review Report for Navigation, Los Angeles 
and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, Calif.,” dated 
January 15, 1960, has recommended that, ‘‘The existing project for Los Angeles 
and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., be modified to include the dredging of west basin 
and southwest slip, Los Angeles Harbor, to a depth of 35 feet at mean lower low 
water, at an estimated total Federal first cost of $1,768,000, exclusive of aids 
to navigation and cost of preauthorization studies, and $1,000 annually for 
maintenance, in addition to that now required.” The district engineer also 
recommended that the modification be subject to certain assurances of local 
cooperation. 

The board of harbor commisisoners of the city of Los Angeles has already 
formally given such required assurances by its Resolution No, 2273, adopted by 
said board on December 16, 1958. A copy of said resolution is attached to this 
statement and marked “Exhibit A.” 

In addition, the recommended local cooperation with respect to the providing 
and maintaining at local expense of adequate public terminal and transfer facili- 
ties open to all on equal terms, are considered by the district engineer to be | 
satisfied by the dredging of slip Y and the construction of terminal facilities [| 
which the port of Los Angeles has already or is now engaged in constructing 
on the east side of the west basin proper (see p. 38 of District Engineer’s Review 
Report). 

The Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, has already sent said review report, as 
approved, to the Governor of the State of California, and to the departments 
of the Federal Government required, for comment, preparatory to submitting 
the review report to the Bureau of the Budget for consideration. It will be 
but a short time before the report is transmitted to the Congress. 


SUMMARY OF REASONS WHY DREDGING PROJECT SHOULD BE APPROVED AND AUTHORIZED 
BY THE CONGRESS 





It is now vital to navigation, present and future, to shipping, to commerce, 
to the growth of the port of Los Angeles, to existing Federal installations in 
the west basin and to the best interests of the people of the United States and 
especially of southern California that this modified project be not further 
delayed but that it be adopted and authorized now by the Congress. 
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The project is needed to remove a danger to existing and future navigation. 
Steamship companies have reported that the west basin shoal and other un- 
dredged areas of the west basin are not only a hazard to present and future 
navigation but seriously frustrate the maneuvering and expeditious operation 
of vessels in this vital port area (see letters from California Shipping Co., W. H. 
Wickersham & Co., Inc., William J. Rountree Co., Inec., and Pacific American 
Steamship Association, marked “Exhibits G, H, I, and J,” attached hereto). 

The project is needed to preserve and improve the utility of existing facilities 
necessary to the national defense and other commercial enterprises dependent 
upon the safe navigation of the west basin. For example, Todd Shipyards is 
located on the southwest arm of the west basin and requires and needs safe 
and unrestricted water access. This shipyard is scheduled to perform an 
important part in the mobilization effort in the event of a national emergency, 
is in part owned by the Navy and is currently performing work for the Navy 
as a holder of a master ship repair contract, in addition to new construction 
under the supervision of the Maritime Administration (see letters of Adm, R. L. 
Campbell, Commander, U.S. Naval Base, Los Angeles, and from Todd Shipyards 
Corp. to the District Engineer, Los Angeles District, which letters are attached 
to this statement and marked “Exhibits D and E’’). 

The project is urgently needed so that the port of Los Angeles may be fur- 
ther expanded to meet the ever-increasing national and local needs of commerce 
and navigation. Nearly a decade has passed since the port of Los Angeles first 
undertook to make the west basin ultimately available as a place for expanding 
the facilities of the port. Time has caught up with the port of Los Angeles 
and to meet the present urgency the board of harbor commissioners of the city 
of Los Angeles has already expended, as of 1960, a total of $413,821.14 for 
dredging in the west basin, most of it being for the purpose of enlarging the 
entrance to a safe width and depth after the removal of the drawbridge and 
for the purpose of making the new wharf and terminal facility erected at a 
cost of about $4,600,000 on the east side of the west basin proper passably 
usable for shipping in the interim while this proposed project, as recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers, is, we hope, being authorized and executed. Thus, 
the board of harbor commissioners of the city of Los Angeles has already ex- 
pended a total of about $5,614,000 for bridge removal, dredging and the con- 
struction of terminal faciilties in anticipation of and reliance upon the ultimate 
fruition of this west basin dredging project, and the Congress has already di- 
rectly expended $245,000, under the Truman-Hobbs Act in connection with the 
drawbridge removal, in anticipation of the same end and the ultimate benefit 
of the opening and improvement of the west basin, Los Angeles, to the commerce 
of the United States and the safety of shipping and vessels, both present and 
future, in the west basin. 

In order that these salutary results shall not be further delayed in their 
accomplishment, I, on behalf of the city of Los Angeles and its board of harbor 
commissioners and the port of Los Angeles, and on behalf of ‘the safety of ship- 
ping in the west basin and of the immediate needs and future needs of commerce 
for additional safe and adequate slips, wharves, and other facilities in the port 
of Los Angeles, earnestly request this committee to take such action as may be 
necessary here to secure the inclusion of this west basin dredging project in 
the pending omnibus rivers and harbors bill, H.R. 7634, as an adopted and 
authorized project. 


{XHIBIT A 
RESOLUTION No. 2273 


Whereas resolutions of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 79th Congress, 
and the Committee on Public Works, 81st Congress, House of Representatives, 
adopted on February 1, 1946, and February 17, 1950, respectively, authorized a 
review of reports on Los Angeles Harbor, California, for determining the advis- 
ability of providing an inner harbor closer to the city of Los Angeles, and 
improvement of east basin, Los Angeles Harbor; and 

Whereas above authorized review of reports was published in 1953 as House 
Document No. 161, 88d Congress, 1st session; and 

Whereas resolution of the Committee on Public Works, 84th Congress, 2d 
session, House of Representatives, adopted June 27, 1956, authorizes the review 
of reports of Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, California, contained in 
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House Document No. 161, 83d Congress, 1st session, to determine the advis- 
ability of improving west basin by dredging said area to a depth to accommodate 
existing and prospective commerce; and 

Whereas it is the policy of the United States to undertake the improvements 
of a deep-draft harbor only in cooperation with a properly constituted public 
body having authority to cooperate financially and to operate essential facilities, 
and it is also the policy of the United States to require the public body to provide 
certain items of local cooperation ; and 

Whereas the district engineer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, 
Corps of Engineers, 751 South Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, Calif., has found, 
as a result of his investigations in connection with the review of reports for 
west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, that a need for additional deep-draft facilities 
exists in west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, and that the provision of such facilities, 
if undertaken with Federal funds by removing the center shoal and deepening 
the entire west basin, including southwest slip, to 35 feet below mean lower 
low water, should be subject to specific conditions of local cooperation herein- 
after named : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the city of Los Angeles, 
That the public interest and welfare of the United States and the city of Los 
Angeles require the provision of additional deep-draft facilities by means of 
deepening west basin, Los Angeles Harbor; and be it further 

Resolved, That if required by the Congress of the United States, the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department will assist the Federal Government in undertaking 
said deep-draft navigation improvement by assuming the following obligation 
to the best of its ability: 

(1) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for the construction and maintenance of Federal 
improvement and for the transport and disposal of dredged materials ; 

(2) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction works; 


(3) Provide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and 
transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; 

(4) Accomplish without expense to the United States alterations as 
required in sewer and other utility facilities, as well as their maintenance; 

(5) Perform work required for complete development of west basin and 
work complementary to Federal dredging, consisting of: 

(a) Dredge slip Y (in northeast corner of west basin) 1,593 feet long, 
450 feet wide, and 35 feet deep; 


(b) Construct wharves, transit sheds, and terminal facilities along one 
side of the slip; and 
(c) Provide rail and highway facilities and relocate industrial estab- 
lishments and utilities adjacent to slip Y; be it further 
Resolved, That this resolution be entered in the minutes of the proceedings of 
the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles, and that the sec- 
retary is hereby directed to forward a certified copy of this resolution to the 
district engineer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
751 South Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
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ExuHipit D 


OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER, 
U.S. NavAL BASE Los ANGELES, 
Long Beach, Calif. 
From : Commander, U.S. Naval Base Los Angeles. 
To: District engineer, Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers. 
Subject: Los Angeles Harbor; proposed improvement of west basin. 
Reference: (a) District engineer’s letter SPLOP-R (west basin, LA Harbor) of 
November 20, 1957 to COMELEVEN. 

1. By reference (a) the district engineer invited comments and recommenda- 
tions during the formative stages of subject improvement program, and sug- 
gested that a Navy representative visit his office for early information in re- 
gard to the proposed work. 

2. On December 23, 1957, in accordance with your suggestion, a representa- 
tive of this command called on the district engineer and conferred with Mr. H. 
W. McOuat, Chief, Rivers and Harbors Planning and Report Section, concerning 
subject work, and it was noted that southwest slip is not included in the pro- 
posed improvement. 


3. Todd Shipyard, Los Angeles, is a Department of Defense reserve shipyard 
and is scheduled to perform an important part in the mobilization effort in the 
event of national emergency. The facility is in part owned by the Navy and is 
currently performing work for the Navy as a holder of a master ship repair 
contract, in addition to new construction. More than half of the frontage of 
Todd Shipyard, including the drydocks, is on southwest slip. 

4. Therefore, commander Naval Base Los Angeles requests that the district 
enginer give serious consideration to the matter of including the major portion 
of the length of southwest slip within the project for deepening west basin, 
and that a depth of 35 feet below the plane of mean lower low water be achieved 
in southwest slip for at least the major portion of the slip length. Unre- 
stricted access to floating drydock YFD-—6s8 is desired. 

5. Your consideration in inviting comments is appreciated. 


Rosr. L. CAMPBELL. 
JANUARY 28, 1958. 


ExHIsBIt E 


Topp SHIPYARDS Corp., 
Los ANGELES DIVISION, 
San Pedro, Calif., March 15, 1960. 
District ENGINEER, 
U.S. Army Engineering District, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


GENTLEMEN: In connection with review report for Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbors, dated April 1, 1959, we have been requested by the Los Angeles Harbor 
Department to furnish you with a list of vessels which have been delayed in 
entering our plant in the west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, because of inadequate 
depth of water. 

Please be advised that we do not maintain any record of these instances, 
although there have been occasions when ships scheduled for drydocking have 
been delayed several hours, due to insufficient depth of water in the fairway 
leading to our drydock. 

There have also been occasions where loaded ships have had to remain at 
anchorage prior to entering one of our repair berths, awaiting sufficient increase 
in tide to permit their entry. Naval vessels with exceptionally deep drafts 


have also been delayed, including tankers with part cargo or ballast which cannot 
be discharged within the harbor. 


Yours very truly, 
J. F. Goopricu, General Manager. 
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Exutipit F 
Harbor DEPARTMENT, 
City of Los Angeles, February 20, 1958. 
District ENGINEER, 
Los Angeles District, 
Corps of Engineers, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
(Attention of Mr. H. W. Thompson, Chief, Engineering Division). 

Dear Str: Reference is made to your letter of January 31, 1958, (File No. 
SPLGP-R-W. Basin LA Hbr) and to its attachment, commander, Naval Base 
Los Angeles, letter NB:15:ab H3 Serial 145, in connection with proposed im- 
provement of the west basin, Los Angeles Harbor. 

This department concurs in the request of the commander, Naval Base Log 
Angeles, that the district engineer consider including the dredging of the 
southwest slip within the project for deepening the west basin to a depth of 
30°feet below mean lower low water for the major portion of its length in order 
to provide unrestricted access to the facilities of the Todd Shipyard located 
in that slip, and it is recommended that this additional dredging be included 
within the scope of the project. 

Yours very truly, 
BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, General Manager. 


ExHIBit G 


CaLirorNIA Surpprne Co., 
San Pedro, Calif., March 10, 1960. 
The District ENGINEER, 
U.S. Army Engineers District, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dear Strs: Reference to notice of review report, covering improvement to 
west basin facilities, Los Angeles Harbor, dated February 26, 1960. 

We, as the California Shipping Co., formerly the Marine Department of the 
Standard Oil Company of California, have operated tankers of various sizes in 
and around the subject area for nearly 40 years. During the last 2 years we 
have had 22 vessels using this area ranging from 42,459 d.w.t. of the Naess 
Mariner to T-2 tankers of 16,000 d.w.t., and with drafts, if fully loaded, from 
37 feet to 30 feet, 2 inches. 

In the majority of cases our larger vessels load parcels of cargo at various 
terminals in Los Angeles and Long Beach harbors, and due to the restricted 
depth of water in the west basin, we are forced to load the first parcel in the 
west basin, and then move to other terminals to load the balance, even though 
it may not be economical to do so. Vessels are often times required to take on 
ballast for trim, which causes delay in loading, and sometimes much longer 
time to discharge at the next terminal. The Naess Erplorer on February 8, 1960, 
was delayed 7 hours discharging ballast at the next terminal after leaving berth 
120 in the west basin. On May 10, 1959, the Petroqueen of 37,000 d.w.t. loaded 
at berth 149 in the west basin to a draft of 34 feet 7 inches and was detained 
from 2 a.m., to 9:50 a.m., of that date waiting for a favorable tide, and then 
some of the city of Los Angeles pilots questioned the advisability of sailing the 
vessel even at high tide. 

We have, for reasons pointed out and in order to operate the vessels with 
minimum delay, termed the west basin a restricted area, and have avoided the 
aren whenever possible, even though it may not be economical to do so. It should 
be kept in mind that the larger deep-draft vessels are no longer the exception, 
but come closer to the rule, and the largest vessels in the world, including all 
classes, are tankers. 

It does seem that with the removal of the drawbridge, which has opened up a 
centrally situated protected area, such as the west basin, the moneys required 
only for dredging this area would be well spent toward the continued development 
of this harbor. 

Very truly yours, 


R. M. MELBYE, 
Marine Superintendent. 
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Exuisit H 
Marcu 10, 1960. 
DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
U.S. Army Enginecr District, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: We have recently had inquiries from some of our principals who 
are steamship owners and operators in New York, and Philadelphia, asking 
questions concerning certain delays incurred by their vessels docking in the west 
basin of Los Angeles Harbor, and particularly berths 118, 119, and 120. 

We have also noted in the District Engineers Review Report covering improve- 
ments to the west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, of February 26, 1960, that there 
is a possibility of certain dredging operations contemplated. 

We have péfsonal knowledge and reports covered in our files of many delays 
encountered by vessels for whom we act as agents, while either loading or 
discharging cargoes in that area, and particularly at berth No, 120, due to lack 
of water and certain shoals spots necessitating the shutting down of loading or 
discharging whichever the operation may be awaiting for high tide in order to 
sail. 

In checking our records for the last year we can cite for your information 
several instances where our tankers have been delayed awaiting high tide in 
order to sail from that area without grounding which might possibly cost the 
owners considerable expense if such an incident occurred. 

On May 38, 1959, the Tanker Keystoner loaded at berth 120, completing loading 
at 0330 May 4 and departing at 0600, resulting in a delay of 2 hours and 30 
minutes awaiting tide, sailing draft was 24’ 02’’ forward and 28’ 00’ aft. 

Again on June 14, 1959, this vessel loaded at berth 120, completing loading at 
0155 June 15, and sailing at 0436, a delay of 2 hours and 41 minutes resulting 
awaiting favorable tide in order to sail. Our sailing draft was 29’ 00’’ forward 
and 31’ 02”’ aft. 

We are of the opinion that if consideration was given for dredging operations 
to proceed in that area, that expediting of dispatch of vessels would be greatly 
facilitated and further consideration given to utilizing those terminals for in- 

creased business and operations. 
Yours very truly, 
W. H. WickersHaM & Co., INC., as agents, 
R. Biypensurau, General Manager. 


Exursir I 


WILLIAM J. RounptrReE Co., INc., 


Los Angeles, Calf., March 15, 1960. 
District ENGINEER, 


U.S. Army Engineer District, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN : This is with reference to review report for Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbors, west basin, Los Angeles Harbor and in reply to your recent 
request for certain vessel data. 

As agents for various steamship lines, we have experienced, over the past 
years, delays in docking or sailings of our vessels to or from the terminals in the 
west basins due to shallow water and adverse wind conditions. 

Although records of such delays are not maintained in this office, we can 
conservatively state that two or three times a year delays of from 6 to 8 hours 
have been experienced with vessels having drafts from 28.5 feet to 30.5 feet. 

Yours very truly, 


Georce B. Wray, Port Captain. 


Exuisit J 


Paciric AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
March 14, 1960. 


Subject : Improvements to west basin, Los Angeles Harbor. 
BoarD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND Hakrsors, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: Pacific American Steamship Association is a trade association 
representing American-flag steamship companies with offices on the Pacific coast, 
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whose member lines frequently use Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor 
facilities. 

Recently we received a “Notice of Review Report, Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors, Calif., west basin, Los Angeles Harbor,” dated February 26, 1960, 
which indicates that District and Division Engineers review report is favorable 
to the improvements considered, 

West basin shoal and other undredged areas of west basin are not only a 
hazard to navigation but seriously frustrate the maneuvering and expeditious 
operation of vessels in this vital port area. Los Angeles Harbor is developing 
new terminals in the west basin area to meet the needs of present and anticipated 
commerce; therefore, Pacific American Steamship Association supports the 
recommendations of District and Division Engineers that the west basin and 
southwest slip, Los Angeles Harbor, be dredged to a depth of 35 feet at mean 
low water. 

We appreciate the opportunity to express our views on this subject and look 
forward to your favorable review of the proposed improvements and an early 
implementation of the project. 

Very truly yours, 
JacK T. LASHUA, 
Assistant to the President. 


(XHIBIT K 
DECEMBER 18, 1958. 
DIstTRICT ENGINEER, 
U.S. Army Engineer District, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Deak Sir: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of December 9, 1958, your 
file No. SPLGP-R, pertaining to reports for dredging of the west basin, including 
the southwest slip, Los Angeles Harbor, to a depth of 35 feet below mean lower 
low water. 

At the present time the Los Angeles Harbor Department, under authority of 
the Board of Harbor Commissioners, is constructing a terminal in this area 
which will require the dredging of the west basin to the depth requested. In 
addition, the harbor department is preparing for the construction of additional 
terminals and facilities in this area which will be used by deepwater vessels 
and will require the water depth as mentioned above, and you may be assured 
that moneys will be made available to perform the required items of local 
cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 
BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, 
General Manager. 


_ Senator Kerr. Mr. Robert M. Paul, executive secretary, Sport Fish- 
ing Institute. Mr. Paul? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. PAUL, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. Pauu. Mr. Chairman, I am Robert Paul, executive secretary of 
the Sport Fishing Institute right here in Washington. 

It is always a pleasure and an honor for us to appear before the 
committee to talk about things like recreation and fisheries, which 
are the side benefits of many of the projects that I know you are con- 
cerned with here. 

My purpose in appearing today is to point out to your committee 
that the proposal to make a Federal contribution for flood-control 
benefits from the proposed East Bay Municipal Utility District on 
the Mokelumne River es have some serious implications for conserva- 


tionists that should be called to the attention of your committee. 
Senator Kerr. May I inquire the specific as of your statement 
e 


is suggested changes or proposals with reference to the Mokelumne 


project ? 
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Mr. Pau. Yes, Senator. 

This morning Senator Engle pointed out that the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Secretary of the Interior have both recommended that 
some amendment be made to the authorization bill to provide that 
agreement would be reached between the utility district and the De- 
partment of Fish and Game of California. We concur with this. 

Our feeling is that it would be extremely helpful if your committee 
in its report on the bill would point out that there is a problem here 
in terms of preserving the salmon in the Mokelumne River, and urge 
that the district aa department of fish and game reach early 
agreement. 

Fortunately, the district and the department are negotiating now, 
and there is little question in anyone’s mind that some agreement will 
be reached very soon on the measures that have to be taken to protect 
the fisheries there in the river. 

The general principle, I might add, of Federal contributions for 
local multipurpose development is one we can strongly endorse. In 
this particular case I think we can all agree that East Bay has a good 
plan of development that will protect their future water supply as 
well as provide much needed flood contro! storage. 

In addition, Senator, I think you would be interested to know that 
the utility district has done a very fine job in cooperation with the 
State of California in developing public recreation facilities on their 
existing Pardee Reservoir. 

I think it is an excellent job, one that is quite familiar to you, along 
the line of some of the Oklahoma reservoirs. 

The national conservation organizations, like ourselves, are con- 
cerned only with the protection of the fisheries resource and the 
broader question of the application of the Coordination Act in cases 
such as this. 

The question of the responsibility of the water development agen- 
cies for mitigating losses to fish life is well settled with the passage 
of the Coordination Act in 1946. 

Last year, as you know, this act was amended to give more complete 
protection to fish and wildlife by providing means of enhancing fish 
and wildlife and in some cases recreation where it can be justified. 

But even with the latest amendments there has been some question 
in our mind as to the application of the Coordination Act in a case 
like this where there is no Federal construction, it is only a Federal 
grant for flood-control benefits. 

There is no doubt in our mind, and I think in the minds of the dis- 
trict, that they have to recognize the intent of this act as one condition 
for the Federal contribution, and in future cases we hope that your 
committee continues its practice of securing reports from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the State fish and game agency on the fish and 
wildlife problems that have to be resolved before construction is 
undertaken. 

Our recommendation, Senator, is that the committee, in reporting on 
the bill, recognize this potential hazard to the salmon run, and either 
by amending the bill, as was suggested by the administration, or in 
the language of the report itself, recommend that the applicant, the 
East Bay District, and the Department of Fish and Game in Calli- 
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fornia, reach early agreement on the measures needed to be taken to 
’ y 
protect fish life in the ‘Mokelumne River. 


As always, we appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your 
committee, and if we can be of any assistance we will do so. 

Senator Kerr. We appreciate your statement and your viewpoint. 
You are familiar with vg Senator Engle told us this morning? 

Mr. Paut. Yes, sir; I wa 


Senator Kerr. And I am sure that if this project does go into the 


bill that matter which you have recommended will be given very 
serious and complete consideration. 


Mr. Paut. Thank you, Senator. Tappreciate it. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Paul follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RoBERT M. PAuL, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, Sport FISHING INSTI- 
TUTE, TO SENATE PUBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE, APRIL 25, 1960, REGARDING 
MOKELUMNE RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman, I am Robert M. Paul, executive secretary, Sport Fishing Insti- 
tute, Washington, D.C. The Sport Fishing Institute is a private, nonprofit scien- 
tific and educational fish conservation organization staffed by professional con- 
servationists. It draws its chief financial support from a broad representation 
of manufacturers in the outdoor recreational industries dependent directly or 
indirectly upon the sport fishery resource. 

Our membership includes 170 manufacturers of fishing tackle, outboard boats, 
motors, sporting goods, and chemical, metal, paper, and petroleum products that 
are used in some way by the 26 million or more Americans who look regularly 
to sport fishing for their chief means of outdoor recreation. The institute serves 
as the national spokesman in fish conservation matters for a large part of the 
multibillion-dollar sport fishing industry created to serve demands by sport 
fishermen for needed goods and services. 

In addition, a large portion of the Nation’s anglers look to the Sport Fishing 
Institute for national guidance in fish conservation matters. A large and growing 
number of these folk contribute funds to the institute. 

We serve as technical consultants to Government and lay conservation agencies 
for fisheries problems. Our sole objective is a simple one. It is to improve sport 
fishing to the fullest extent possible through encouraging rapid development and 
application of sound fish conservation practices. Or, as often phrased, our objec- 
tive is “to shorten the time between bites” for the average angler. 

By way of personal background I was water projects coordinator for the 
California Department of Fish and Game until coming with the institute 3 years 
ago and was concerned with all phases of Mokelumne River fishery problems. 

My purpose in appearing before your committee today is to point out that the 
proposal to make a Federal contribution for the flood control benefits to be secured 
from the proposed East Bay Municipal Utility District, Mokelumne River devel- 
opment, has some serious implications for conservationists that should be called 
to the attention of your committee. 

In the past your committee has heard a great deal of discussion of the problem 
of preserving immensely valuable runs of salmon in the face of dam construc- 
tion. The numbers of salmon and steelhead in the Mokelumne doesn’t, of course, 
compare with the Columbia but the Mokelumne River is still very important to 
the sport- and commercial-fishing industry of California and the entire Pacific 
Coast. Tagging studies have shown that these fish make up a substantial part 
of the Oregon and Washington king salmon catch. Fortunately, we don’t 
believe the problem is insoluble as it is in the case of other high dams. The 
East Bay Municipal Utility District and the fisheries agencies have been working 
toward its solution for some time but no final agreement on the measures that 
need to be taken to protect fish life has yet been reached. 

The problem on the Mokelumne is complicated because the salmon runs were 
almost extinct a few years because of pollution and inadequate fish passage 
facilities. The State of California has spent a great deal of time and money 
(at least $250,000) to restore these runs. The proposed Camanche Dam is 
the last major obstacle to realiz'ng the fishery potential of this stream. The 
restoration of the Mokelumne salmon runs has been one of the outstanding 
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examples of proper salmon management in the country. Every effort must be 
made to insure that the potential of this fishery resource is not jeopardized. 

The general principle of Federal contributions to permit local multipurpose 
water development is one that we can endorse. In this particular case there is 
no' question that the East Bay Municipal Utility District has an excellent plan 
of development—one that meets their needs for future water supply as well as 
providing much needed flood control storage. In addition I believe the com- 
mittee would be interested to know that EBMUD in cooperation with the State 
of California has done an outstanding job in developing public recreational 
facilities at their existing Pardee Reservoir. The national conservation organi- 
zations are concerned only with the protection of the fisheries resources and the 
question of the application of the Coordination Act to this and future similar 
cases, 

The question of the responsibility of water development agencies for mitiga- 
tion of losses to fish losses was settled in 1946 with the passage of the Coordina- 
tion Act. Last year, as you know, this act was amended to give more complete 
protection to fish and wildlife resources and providing means of enhancing of 
fish and wildlife resources. But even with the latest amendments, there is 
doubt as to whether or not the act requiring consultation with the State and 
Federal fishery agencies is strictly applicable in a case such as this. There is 
no doubt in our minds, at least, that the applicant has an obligation to recognize 
the intent of the act as one condition for the Federal contribution. In future 
eases such as this we hope your committee continues the practice of securing 
reports from the Fish and Wildlife Service and the State Fish and Game 
Agency on the fish and wildlife problems that must be resolved. 

Our recommendation is that your committee, in reporting on the bill, recognize 
the hazard to fishery resources either by amending the bill as recommended by 
the administration or in the language of your report. In any case the committee 
should recommend that early agreement be reached between the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District and the California Department of Fish and Game on 
the measures needed to protect fish life in the Mokelumne River. Because of the 
question about the applicability of the Coordination Act in cases such as this, 
we recommend that any agency, public or private, that receives a Iederal con- 
tribution for dam construction be required to consult and reach agreement with 
the State and Federal fishery agencies before any Federal contribution is made 
for flood control benefits. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee. 


Senator Kerr. Here is a statement by Senator Lyndon Johnson on 
Blieders Creek, Tex. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON BEFORE SENATE PuRLIC WorKS 
COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF AUTHORIZATION OF BLIEDERS CREEK, NEW BRAUN- 
FELS, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman, the Blieders Creek Watershed, which has an area of about 17 
miles, is located in the south-central portion of the State of Texas, and is entirely 
within Comal County. The population of this country in 1950 was about 16,000, 
devoted primarily to ranching and farming. The city of New Braunfels, the 
principal commercial center in the county, has a cotton textile mill, woolen mill, 
hosiery mill, garment-manufacturing plants, large flour and feed mills, lime- 
stone and asphaltic road-material plants, and a large steam-electric regional 
powerplant. The city is also known for its recreational facilities, principally 
its park developments in the Comal Springs area. This recreation area attracts 
a considerable number of visitors, particularly from San Antonio, which is 30 
miles away. 

The city of New Braunfels is subject to floooding by Blieders Creek on an 
average of once in 3 years for minor floods, once in 10 years for moderate floods, 
and once in 20 to 25 years for major floods. The area subject to inundation 
includes expensive residential property, a thermo-electric powerplant, industrial 
warehouses, railroad property, a city water plant and park facilities. The 
average annual damages due to flooding of Blieders Creek have been estimated 
at over $100,000. 

The Corps of Engineers has confirmed that a serious flood problem exists 
at New Braunfels due to the frequent occurrence of damaging floods on Blieders 
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Creek. ‘To alleviate flood damages in this area, the Chief of Engineers recom- 
mends the construction of a reservoir on Blieders Creek, about 1.5 miles north 
of New Braunfels. The project will prevent damages estimated in excess of 
$100,000 annually, and is considered to be well-justified, having a benefit-cost 
ratio of 2.4. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I strongly urge the inclusion of 
this project in the pending omnibus bill, in order to provide the necessary im- 
provements for the protection of this community at an early date. 


Senator Kerr. Here is a statement by Congressman Wolf on the 
Dubuque Harbor dredging project, which will be inserted in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


4 Washington, D.C., March 3, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am extremely interested in the Dubuque Harbor dredg- 
ing project included as a part of the river and harbor and flood control omnibus 
bill on which your committee is now holding hearings. 

This project is of great importance to my district. It is my understanding 
that you will hear witnesses only on questionable projects included in this bill, 
and since the Dubuque project appears to be endorsed by all interested groups 
and agencies, I shall not request to appear before the committee in its behalf. 

I respectfully request, however, that you include the enclosed statement as a 
part of the record of hearings on the ommibus bill. 

With every good wish, Iam 

Sincerely yours, 


LEONARD G. WOLF, 
Representative in Congress. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN LEONARD G. WoLF, DEMOCRAT, OF IOWA, BEFORE THE 
SENATE PusBLIC WorKsS COMMITTEE IN BEHALF OF DUBUQUE HARBOR DREDGING 
PRrogEcT, Marcu 8, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of presenting to you my strong 
endorsement for the dredging of Dubuque Harbor. The history of this project, 
and the compelling reasons for its authorization, has been excellently set out by 
all those who testified in its behalf last year before the House Public Works 
Committee, and has been made a part of the permanent record. Therefore, I will 
not repeat the background at this time. 

Although it was determined in 1946 that dredging was necessary, no funds 
were available. Constant silting since that time has reduced the depths to 
between 6 and 8 feet at normal pool elevation. Except for the 9-foot channel, 
which has Federal authorization for this reach of the Mississippi River, there 
is no Federal project serving Dubuque. 

Our national defense posture will be weakened unless this project is com- 
pleted. Under the Mobilization Plannning Survey of the Department of Defense, 
the Dubuque Boat & Boiler Co. is scheduled to build some vessels with deep 
drafts. Unless the harbor is dredged prior to M-day, the company cannot pro- 
duce these vessels, and the difficult required production schedule will be 
delayed. At the present time this company cannot construct any boats with 
drafts over 5 or 6 feet. Dubuque offers the only repair yard on the upper 
Mississippi above St. Louis. In former years as many as 50 to 60 vessels came 
to the harbor for layup or repairs. Under present conditions, it is impossible to 
get vessels into the harbor for these purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, Dubuque Harbor is the only natural-commercial harbor on the 
upper Mississippi, and the city of Dubuque, with a population of 58,000, serves 
the commercial needs of the prosperous dairy-farming region of northeastern 
Iowa, northwestern Illinois, and southwestern Wisconsin. Due to the shallow 
harbor, howeyer, the industries of the city, whose successful growth depends on 
water transportation on the Mississippi River and docking facilities at Dubuque 


Harbor, have had to restrict their operations. Even the Coast Guard ice breaker 
touches bottom in the harbor. 
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Commercial and industrial developments, some with terminal and transfer 
facilities, occupy much of the harbor shore area. 

Local interests desire dredging of the harbor to depths adequate to accom- 
modate eraft using the existing Mississippi River 9-foot channel, and they 
have indicated their ability to meet the requirement of local cooperation. 

I might point out, also, that the city of Dubuque, at its own expense, has 
constructed a $2 million industrial park and is in the process of spending 
approximately $600,000 for additional riverfront development. In neither of 
these projects have they asked for any Federal aid. 

Many direct, and indirect, benefits will accrue to the people of the entire area 
upon the completion of this project. There would be more employment oppor- 
tunities in the Dubuque areas since a greater volume of craft could be repaired 
and altered at this point. The construction of a set of marine ways would be 
made possible. River operators have repeatedly pointed to the need for marine 
ways at Dubuque Harbor, since there are no facilities of this nature on the 
Mississippi north of St. Louis. The dredge material will be dumped in low spots 
on public property, thereby increasing the area for industrial building. The 
Government’s investment in the 100- by 20-foot marginal pier and the buildings 
located on the depot grounds will be protected. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project is $8.83. The district engineer estimates 
the average annual benefits at $73,250. 

This project is endorsed by the Corps of Engineers, the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress, the Iowa State Natural Resources Council, the Mississippi 
Valley Association, the Bureau of the Budget, and the House of Representatives. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this committee will approve it, also. Thank you 
very much for your consideration and for making this statement a part of the 
record. 


Senator Kerr. The committee will recess until 10 o’clock in the 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
10a.m., on Tuesday, April 26, 1960.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 26, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON FLOop ConTROL 
AND Rivers AND HARBORS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLicWorks, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a.m., Senator 
Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Kerr, Long of Hawaii, Young of Ohio, Cooper, 
Fong, and Lusk. 

Also present : Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Holland ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Senator Hotianp. Senator Kerr, I understood that Mississippi 
would be first. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I have three Senators here and I am taking 
them on the basis of seniority. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, if you are going to do that, I 
happen to be the senior, but I wasn’t going to claim that right myself. 

Mr. Chairman, we have quite a number of Florida projects, some 
already in the House passed bill, some covered by Corps of Engineers 
recommendations that have reached the committee since passage of 
the House bill. 

I have a statement on behalf of my colleague, Senator Smathers 
and myself, which I am going to ask to be included in the record at 
this time. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The joint statement of Senator Spessard L. Holland and Senator 
George A. Smathers is as follows:) 


JOINT STATEMENT OF SENATOR SpeSSARD L. HOLLAND AND SENATOR GEORGE 
SMATHERS IN Support oF FLoripa ITEMS, H.R. 7634, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON FLOop CONTROL AND RIVERS AND HARBORS OF THE SENATE PUBLIC WoRKS 
CoMMITTEE, Aprit 26, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to testify on behalf of 
Florida items in relation to the omnibus river and harbor authorization bill. 
We shall first discuss the items which are already in the bill as passed by the 
House, and then testify on behalf of other items, reports for which were received 
too late for inclusion in the bill prior to House passage. 


645 
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PROJECTS IN HOUSE-PASSED BILL 


Central and southern Florida flood-control project 


As passed by the House, the bill includes an additional authorization of $1 
million for the prosecution of this project’s comprehensive plan for flood control 
and other purposes. While we shall greatly appreciate any authorization increase 
which this committee may see fit to recommend in reporting H.R. 7634, we respect- 
fully request that in lieu of the $1 million increase in the bill as it passed the 
House, this committee recommend an increase of $33 million. In support of this 
request, we should like to call to the attention of the committee some figures 
regarding authorizations and appropriations for this project to date: 


Total authorizations to date__._._______-_ se $83, 300, 000 
Less amount appropriated through fiscal year 1960__------------- 57, 192, 000 


Total authorization remaining__..-__.-___---~_ aoe 26, 108, 000 
Authorization contained in current H.R. 7634__---_~- pear pteae ropes 1, 000, 000 


= alaieevate 7, 108, 000 


ee ee NONE on nn ems aeeuuwna gees 6s i ila sinter 10, 000, 000 
Appropriation anticipated in fiscal year 1962__..._-___--___-_--_ 16, 000, 000 


Total authorization thus provided__ 


UG et neon edn eeaeg buena eae si hatin 26, 000, 000 
aaa 
Authorization remaining to begin fiscal year 1963__--_--____ 1, 108, 000 


I’rom these figures it can be seen that there is a real danger that appropriations 
for fiscal years 1961 and 1962, under the normal progression of the project, will 
overtake the remaining authorizations, and that there will be insufficient authori- 
zations remaining for fiscal year 1968 to avoid a suspension of construction 
during 1963. The committee will recall that appropriations for this project 
outran authorizations several years ago. The only reason construction was not 
suspended at that time was that, fortunately, the State had funds which it was 
able to advance for continuing a reduced program. Such funds are not likely to 
be available if authorizations are depleted again. 

As a matter of fact, we believe that the estimated appropriations as stated 
above for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 may be somewhat on the conservative side, 
The $26 million figure is based upon an estimate that the appropriation for 1961 
will not exceed the budget request of $10 million and that the appropriation for 
fiscal year 1962 will be $16 million. However, just last week we submitted a 
request to the Senate Appropriations Committee for an increase in the budget 
estimate from $10 million to $15,980,000. This request was based upon certain 
special and emergency needs, and we believe that the public works appropriations 
bill as finally enacted may well include this amount or, in any event, an amount 
greater than $10 million. In this case, we might even find that appropriations for 
fiscal year 1962 would be severely restricted if the authorization is limited to a 
$1 million increase. However, a $33 million authorization increase in this bill 
would allow sufficient leeway for $10 million of appropriations in fiscal year 
1961 and $16 million in each of the fiscal years 1962, 1963, and 1964. 

We need not reiterate in detail at this point the importance of the central 
and southern Florida flood control project to the State which we are privileged 
to represent in the Senate. This committee has devoted much time and effort 
to this project and has given much general assistance over the years in bringing 
the project to its present point. 

Miami Harbor.—$3,818,000 is the proposed authorization for this project 
in the House-passed bill. The lower east coast of Florida is one of the fastest 
growing areas in our country today. As stated in the House committee report, 
there is a desperate need for an adequate port facility if seaborne commerce is 
to meet the requirements of this area. Present port facilities of Miami are in- 
adequate and this increase will be very helpful in correcting this situation. 

Gulf coast shrimp boat harbors.—H.R. 7634 contains $373,000 for two gulf coast 
shrimp boat harbors at Fort Myers Beach and Naples. The Florida State Board 
of Conservation which has supervision over salt water facilities in Florida, 
informs us that these improvements are greatly needed and that the benefits not 
only will be reflected in increased safety to the shrimping fleet, but in actual 
increased use of these harbors. Hon. Paul G. Franklin, chairman of the water- 
ways committee of the Lee County Chamber of Commerce, tells us that more 
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than 150 shrimp and fishing boats are using the facilities at Fort Myers Beach 
at this time and that a great many boats which formerly used this port did 
not return during the past winter due to the shoaling which has been going 
on for some time. 

In the survey-review report of the Jacksonville district engineer, it is stated 
that the principal hazards at Naples are the shoaling bar channel at Gordon Pass 
and shoal rock pinnacles in the upper Naples By Channel. The district engineer 
further reported that provision of the Naples improvement would reduce boat 
damage and delays by providing a safe, direct route for travel to and from the 
gulf. 

Bakers Haulover Inlet.—There is $239,000 in the bill now before this com- 
mittee for the improvement of Bakers Haulover Inlet, which is on the eastern 
coast of Florida, 9 miles north of the entrance to Miami Harbor. The total 
cost of the project is estimated at $478,000. The work would be subject to several 
conditions of cooperation including the requirement that local interests agree to 
contribute in cash 50 percent of the first cost of construction, $239,000, the same 
amount as proposed for authorization as a Federal expenditure in this bill. 

In the survey report of the Jacksonville district engineer, it is stated that the 
existing inlet works are in fair to poor condition; that outer cells of the steel 
jetties have partially collapsed ; that without repair or rehabilitation of the inlet’s 
jetties and seaward bulkheads, the inlet works will eventually fail; that present 
indications are that after such failure, the inlet would widen, shoal, meander, 
and eventually close. 

Everglades Harbor.—The total cost of this project is $141,800, of which the 
Federal share is the $117,200 in the bill before this committee. The favorable 
survey report on the project is based upon benefits resulting in reduction in 
damages to shrimp boats, net value of increased shrimp catches, reduction in 
damages to commercial fishing boats, increase in recreational value and reduction 
of dainages to recreational boats. 

Key West Beach erosion control—Two-thirds the cost of this beach erosion 
control project will be borne by the city of Key West as required by existing stat- 
utes on such projects. The $231,000 in the bill represents the Federal share only. 
The project was originated by a cooperative beach erosion study which resulted 
in a finding that the benefit-cost ratio is 2.60, which justifies this expenditure by a 
substantial margin. 

Phillippi Creek—A proposed authorization of a flood-control survey of Phil- 
lippi Creek is included in section 204 of H.R. 7634. The Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, Department of Agriculture, has made a survey and is in the process of 
developing a flood-control plan of rural areas of Sarasota County. It has now 
been found, however, that part of the excess water must be drained off through 
Phillippi Creek, which flows to the gulf through highly developed urban sections 
of the county. Plans for diverting the run-off from the agricultural area cannot 
be completed until a survey is made in the urban area to determine future 
runoff rates from the development of additional urban areas and the extent of 
channel widening and deepening which may be needed near the mouth of Phil- 
lippi Creek. 

Since the Soil Conservation Service has no authority for this work in an 
urban area, all activity on the rural aspects of this problem has been stopped 
until a joint survey can be developed with the Corps of Engineers. If this 
survey is not authorized in the near future, the Soil Conservation Service will 
be compelled to abandon the project and to devote its personnel and funds to 
other projects of lower priority elsewhere. 

Mr. W. E. Burquest, chairman, board of supervisors, Sarasota Soil Conserva- 
tion District, has reported to us as follows: 

“Approximately 1,000 acres of vegetable crops and several thousand acres of 
improved pastures suffered disastrous flood losses in 1957 and 1958 and came 
very near to disaster in 1959. The flood waters from these agricultural areas 
depend on outlets thruugh the urban areas and the solving of the flood problems 
of the two areas are very closely related.” 

We feel that the cunsiderations outlined above make the authorization of such 
a survey this year imperative. 


ITEMS NOT YET IN BILL 


Favorable reports have been received on several items too late for inclusion 
in H.R. 7634 as it passed the House. We are asking that these items be added 
by your committee. 
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Transfer of land to ship canal authority —Various lands have been acquired 
for the construction of a ship canal or barge canal through north and central 
Florida, Although these lands were acquired with States funds, title is in the 
Federal Government. The plan for a ship canal was abandoned a number of 
years ago in favor of the present project, known as the Cross-Florida Barge 
Canal. The modified project requires a different area of land from that which 
was acquired for the ship canal. §. 2301, which is now before this committee, 
would direct the Secretary of the Army to convey title to certain of these lands 
to the Florida Ship Canal Authority in order that the authority may sell lands 
which will not be required for the modified barge canal project and use the 
money to purchase new lands which will be required. 

Mr. Milton Pearl of the Corps of Engineers, last Thursday, presented to this 
committee a revised version of 8S. 2301 which has been approved by both the 
Corps of Engineers and the ship canal authority. Since there is no contro- 
versy over this proposal in its present form, we hope the committee will see fit 
to incorporate the revised bill in the omnibus river and harbor authorization 
bill. 

“Palm Beach Harbor.—On December 4, 1959, the Honorable Wilber M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army, forwarded a favorable report recommending authoriza- 
tion of this project. The ultimate Federal construction cost is $4,980,000. The 
project would increase the authorized depth of the project to 33 feet at mean- 
low water, and would widen the entrance channel to eliminate certain existing 
hazards to navigation. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.5, 

The project as recommended to the Congress by the Secretary of the Army 
imposes upon local interests the obligation to furnish lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way ; to hold and save the United States free from damages; to provide 
additional tank-storage capacity for petroleum products adequate for the receipt 
of the full cargo of a seagoing tanker; to deepen slip No. 2 to a depth of 53 feet 
at mean low water; to modify the pipeline of the sand-transfer plant provided 
by local interests to pump sand across the entrance channel at the port; to 
provide suitable easement to the south jetty and revetment; and finally to con- 
tribute 8.9 percent of the construction cost presently estimated at $486,000, such 
eash contribution to be made prior to commencement of construction or in in- 
stallments prior to the commencement of pertinent work items. In addition to 
the requirements of local cooperation enumerated above, local interests assisted 
in the develonment of improvements contained in House Document 288, S6th 
Congress, by financing a model study of the inlet channel and the water of Lake 
Worth for the purpose of determining, accurately, the effect of an enlarged 
entrance channel on the tide behavior of Lake Worth. This model] study com- 
pleted by the Coastal Engineering Laboratory of the University of Florida cost 
approximately $50.000 and provided valuable information for the guidance of the 
Corps of Engineers in preparing this favorable report on the deepening of the 
entrance channel and turning basin at the port of Palm Beach. 

The chairman of the board of commissioners, port of Palm Reach District, 
Mr. Gleason M. Stambaugh, is present in the hearing room. He has assured us 
that the port district is ready, willing, and able to meet all of the requirements 
of local cooperation as set forth in the Corps of Engineers report. 

The deenening of the port of Palm Beach is urgently needed to permit this 
port facility to serve vessel traffic now using this harbor under extreme difficulty. 
For example, tankers entering the port of Palm Beach find it necessary to dis- 
charge a part of their cargo at Port Everglades to reduce draft sufficiently to 
permit their safe operation in the port of Palm Beach entrance channel and 
turning basin. Similarly, lumber is moving into the port at present on ships 
whose deck cargo has already been discharged at Port Everglades for the pur- 
pose of reducing draft. The report of the Corps of Engineers cites numerous 
groundings of vessels in the entrance channel, and channel widening is recom- 
mended as a part of the improvement to minimize such vessel damage. 

We request that the modification of Palm Beach Harbor, as described in 
House Document 283, 86th Congress, be authorized by including this project in 
H.R. 7634. This report has been approximately 8 years in preparation and 
shows an exhaustive study of the project. It is apparent that the wishes of 
local interests have been carefully considered following public hearings held in 
Florida by the district engineer and in Washington by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. 

Nicodemus Slough area.—The investigation of this area within the central 
and southern Florida flood-control district was requested by a resolution adopted 
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by this committee on November 15, 1954. The area has been under study by the 
Corps of Engineers during the interim period. 

The project area is located within the Kissimmee River Basin and related 
areas for which work were authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1954. The 
improvements recommended by the Corps of Engineers consist primarily of 
canal and levee facilities to improve drainage in the Nicodemus Slough area 
sufficiently to justify intensive development of cultivated pastures in this small 
watershed located directly west of Lake Okeechobee and south of Fisheating 
Creek in the vicinity of Moore Haven, Fla. The report cites benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.15 for the improvement recommended. In view of the fact that the 
project is a minor modification of the overall plan which, in turn, has a benefit- 
to-cost ratio of 3.8 to 1, the lower ratio will have no effect on the ratio of the 
overall project. Estimated cost of all work recommended is $463,000. 

Loeal interests represented by the governing board of the central and southern 
Florida flood-control district desire the authorization of this minor modifica- 
tion of the project. However, the board points out that there already exists two 
separate bases for cost-sharing within this overall project. The first established 
by the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1948, and the second established 
by the Flood Control Act of 1958. Local interests emphasize the point that the 
establishment of a different basis for cost-sharing on the multitude of minor 
modifications which will be required before this project is completed and which 
were foreseen by the language contained in the Flood Control Acts of June 30, 
1948, and September 3, 1954, will result in tremendous confusion in financing 
this project at the local level. 

Local interests recommend that the works in the Nicodemus Slough area be 
authorized and that the cost-sharing basis for this modification be the same as 
that set forth in the Flood Control Act of 1958, which authorization has been 
applied to the entire Kissimmee River Basin by previous act of Congress. 

St. Marks River.—On September 4, 1959, Secretary Brucker forwarded a fa- 
vorable report on St. Marks River. Estimated Federal cost of this project is 
$1,711,000. Benefit-cost ratio is 2.2. The propostl is to deepen the channel 
from 10 to 12 feet. 

Prior to improvement of the St. Marks River Channel by the Federal Govern- 
ment, St. Marks was a small village whose inhabitants derived their income al- 
most wholly from industries related to lumbering and fishing. Since the im- 
provement, with the advent of commercial barge transportation, St. Marks has 
grown rapidly as both an industrial center and distribution center. Carrying 
out this project will further contribute to the economic growth of this port as 
well as providing the benefits found in arriving at the generous 2.2 benefit-cost 
ratio. 

Little Pass inlet—A favorable report on this project was transmitted in a let- 
ter of January 6, 1960, from the Honorable Hugh M. Milton II, Acting Secretary 
of the Army. ‘The net construction cost to the United States for the recom- 
mended plan of improvement is estimated at $104,000. The improvement con- 
sists of an entrance channel 10 feet deep in Little Pass, a side channel and turn- 
ing basin 8 feet deep in Clearwater Harbor, and an inner channel & feet deep 
connecting the entrance channel with the Intracoastal Waterway. <A highway 
bridge across Little Pass to connect Clearwater Beach Island with Sand Key, is 
planned for construction by the State road department. A decision as to the 
location of the channel is needed before the bridge can be finally located. Prin- 
cipal benefits would be to vessels which are now hampered, delayed, or damaged 
in traveling to and from the Gulf of Mexico. 

Surveys, Escambia Bay area.—Finally, Mr. Chairman, we are requesting au- 
thorization of three surveys for the Escambia Bay area. The first would be a 
survey to determine the feasibility of developing a navigable channel across the 
Santa Rosa Peninsula to connect East Bay with Santa Rosa Sound. This im- 
provement would provide a shorter route for all waterborne traffic between Kast 
Bay and the resort, recreational and residential areas located on the mainland 
and island shores of Santa Rosa Sound and would increase the salinity of Hast 
Bay by diverting the salt and tidal waters of Santa Rosa Sound through the pro- 
posed canal into East Bay. The second would be a survey of the feasibility of 
developing a navigable channel across Santa Rosa Island to connect the Gulf of 
Mexico with Little Sabine Bay. The third would be a survey of the feasibility 
of developing a navigable channel running from the vicinity of Avalon, Fla., to 
the waters of Escambia Bay. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting us to express these views. 








650 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Senator Hotianp. I am going to enlarge on one of the items that is 
aiready in the House bill which is the authorization for central and 
southern Florida flood control project. 

The committee will note that the House placed a $1 million addi- 
tional authorization in the House bill for that project, probably for 
the reason that they didn’t know at that time exactly what the situation 
was going to be. 

The situation is this, that the 1961 budget request of $10 million 
so reduces the remaining authorization, which is only about $26 million, 
that there will not be enough to carry on that project until the next 
omnibus rivers and harbors bill. 

Senator Smathers and I suggest, in our statement request, the addi- 
tion of $33 million of additional authorization. 

Senator Kerr. What is the rated annual appropriation, approxi- 
mately ¢ 

Senator Hottanp. The budget includes $10 million this year. We 
are asking for an appropriation increase and we think we shall get it, 
because of an emergency there. At any rate, there is not enough after 
the subtraction of this year’s appropriation to carry over for more 
than 1 additional year which means we wouldn’t have in the succeeding 
budget for 1963, the latitude which the project requires for continuance, 

We suggest that the $33 million be added to the authorization, and I 
call attention to the fact that the overall project has been approved and 
it is one of those matters in which additional financial authorizations 
have been recommended from time to time in these omnibus bills. 

Now the $33 million will cover amply 3 years in addition to the 
present budget item, and would remove any question of our being left 
without authorization for 1963 or even 1964. 

Of course, we don’t know now when the next omnibus bill will come. 
I think that that request is a reasonable one and I don’t believe there 
will be any great argument about it. 

I shall not amplify the statements already in the record on the 
projects that the House placed in the bill, one for Miami Harbor in 
the amount of $3,818,000 which is a modification of existing authori- 
zation many years ago. 

There is one for the gulf coast shrimpboat harbors in the bill: one 
for Bakers Haulover Inlet which is a 50-50 item, a local project to 
contribute $239,000 and $239,000 to be the Federal share. 

I understand there is no question that has come up since the inclusion 
of that item in the House bill. 

There is one more for Everglades Harbor in the amount of $141,800 
of which $117,200 is the Federal share. That is already in the bill. 

There is one for the Key West Beach erosion control; one for Phil- 
lippi Creek, all of which, as I understand, are without any change in 
the situation since they were included in the House bill. 

I will confine myself then largely to items not in the House bill. The 
first of those items is the requested transfer of land to the ship canal 
authority relative to the proposed barge canal extending across the 
State of Florida from the mouth of the Wewahitchka River to con- 
nect with the St. Johns River. 

The full statement on this is contained in the written statement 
which I have included but I want to amplify it only to this extent. As 
originally planned, this was a ship canal, a sea level canal, which re- 
quired a considerably different size and right-of-way width from that 
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which is now involved in the authorized barge canal. There are siz- 
able amounts of land already procured by the State authority and paid 
for by the State and conveyed to the Federal Government which will 
not be needed. There is other land which will be needed. 

The request contained in S. 2301 was for permission for the Secre- 
tary of the Army to convey back title to the unneeded lands to the 
Florida Ship Canal Authority. 

Mr. Milton Pearl of the Corps of Engineers last Thursday presented 
to this committee certain modifications of S. 2301 which have been ap- 
proved by both the Corps of Engineers and the ship canal authority. | 

We request that that project, in its modifled form, be included in 
this bill and we know of no opposition thereto. 

The second of the new projects is for Palm Beach Harbor. 

Last December 4, the Secretary of the Army forwarded a favorable 
report recommending authorization of this project for which the ulti- 
mate Federal construction cost is $4,980,000. 

Briefly, that would increase the depth of the harbor channel to 33 
feet. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.5. 

Very substantial additional cost is placed upon the local authorities 
which are assumed by them. My understanding is that $486,000 is the 
cost. of the local authorities in connection with the actual construction 
and that there are other costs such as the transfer of the sand to the 
outside where they will aid in the beach erosion project that is going on 
there now, and the cost of increasing the depth of the ship slip there 
at the harbor. 

The chairman of the Port of Palm Beach Board of Commissioners, 
Mr. Gleason Stambaugh, is here. He tells me that the port district 
is ready, willing, and able to meet all requirements. 

I will ask Mr. Stambaugh to stand up; likewise, the manager of the 
port, Mr. Joel Wilcox is here. They are here to answer any questions, 
if there be any. 

My understanding is that the former objections to the deepening 
of the harbor and to the incurring of the local costs which are re- 
quired, are no longer being insisted upon by those relatively small 
local interests which were objecting. I know of no objection at this 
time or at this hearing. 

Next is the Nicodemus Slough area, which is a modification of the 
central and southern Florida flood control project. 

It. is a slough on the west side of Lake Okeechobee which is part 
of the watershed of that great lake and which the Corps of Engineers 
have reported should be included within the current project now 
underway. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is not large, only 1.15 for this alone, but 
since the total great project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 3.8 to 1, the 
local authorities request that this be added. It will not affect in any 
way the project itself which is so much larger. The total cost of all 
work is only $463,000, 

The local interests who represent the governing board are here, one 
of whom is Mr. Ed Dail. Will you rise, Mr. Dail? 

I know this project of my own knowledge, Mr. Chairman. I used 
to hunt ducks there. I am sorry to say that I get very little oppor- 
tunity to do that these days and I am quite willing to have the duck- 
hunting possibilities somewhat reduced there and the grazing possi- 
bilities somewhat increased and made safer. 








652 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Senator Kerr. Now if the Senator would do this, the chairman 
would try to help him improve his hunting if he can share it. 

Senator Hotzanp. Well, I will say to the distinguished chairman 
that the storage area No. 1 of this very project has been turned over to 
the Fish and Wildlife Service and I understand that the opportu- 
nities are open there from time to time; they are very great and very 
satisfying. 

I will very gladly share those projects with the distinguished 
chairman and the other members of the committee. 

So far as Nicodemus Slough is concerned, I understand the grazing 
interests there now greatly exceed the other interests of which I have 
already spoken. 

I call attention to the fact that there are some contradictory pro- 
visions in the cost-sharing basis that have been set up heretofore for 
various parts of this project and the local interests recommend that 
these particular works in the Nicodemus Slough area, since they 
adjoin part of the project which is covered by the Flood Control Act 
of 1958, be placed on the same cost-sharing basis as the area to which 
they would be attached and I understand that that is acceptable all 
the way around, though that cost sharing is a little more than what 
is embraced in some other portions of the bill. 

The next one, Mr. Chairman, is the St. Marks River deepening 
project, reported by Secretary Brucker on September 4 of last, year, 
which is to deepen the channel from 10 feet to 12 feet. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.2. This is the barge, largely oil barge, 
transportation project which serves St. Marks, which is the port of 
Tillahedena: Monticello, Madison, and a sizable part of other portions 
of west Florida, as well as the Thomasville to Albany area of south 
Georgia. 

There is quite a nest of tanks there, and quite a large barge serves 
the oil interests. 

[ understand there is no opposition to this project at all. 

Next is Little Pass Inlet. 

Mr. Chairman, the city of Clearwater, now a city of 50,000 to 60,000 
people, has put in, at its own expense, as shown on page 14 of the 
report of the Engineers, 1 marina, a public marina with 163 berths, 
and there are various other marinas, 1 public one with 45 berths, and 
2 private ones with 46 and 14 berths, respectively, and a third private 
one with 39 berths. 

The boats that come in and out there are largely of a private nature, 
but there is also considerable public need for this as a port of refuge. 
They find repeated difficulties of getting into that pass. 

The project also is $104,000. The principal requirement for speed 
is that the State road department has been awaiting for years the 
go-ahead from the Engineers as to how the bridge and where the bridge 
can be constructed, going from one key to another which goes across 
this inlet. 

It is a very large project, for which funds are already available, 
and they haven’t been able to move until the Engineers told them 
just where the channel would be and how deep and what kind of abut- 
ments should be built. 

I know of no objection at all to this project, and it is in line with 
continued development there. 
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Mr. Chairman, we also request two additional surveys for channels 
in the Escambia Bay area to which I know of no objection. A very 
modest sum is required, as mentioned in our testimony. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a considerable number of local witnesses 
here, and Colonel Gee appears for both the central and southern 
Florida authorities and is well known to this committee. He is here 
as consulting engineer for both the Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control District and also for the Palm Beach Harbor. 

Is there anything, Colonel Gee, that you would care to add very 
briefly to my statement so we will not interfere with the other 
Senators ? 

Colonel Grr. No, sir; my purpose is to answer questions. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, we have all these witnesses here 
and are glad to submit to any questions. I know of no controversy 
about any of these items. 

I ask that they stand by until the other Senators have completed 
so they can be here to answer any questions that the chairman or other 
members of the committee may wish to address to them. 

I am glad to say for this purpose at this hearing I know of no 
protest, which is sometimes unusual with reference to some of our 
programs. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator Holland. We are 
always glad to have you with us. 

Senator Hotianp. I thank the chairman and the members of the 
committee for their patience and my witnesses will simply remain 
here until the other Senators have concluded. 

I would appreciate your addressing to them any questions which 
occur to you. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to them that your Senator’s presenta- 
tion was very good. He served as a member of this committee for 
many years, along with Senator Stennis and the two of you gentlemen 
you might say initiated me onto this committee. We are certainly 
happy to have you, Senator. 

I would say to the witnesses that not only has Senator Holland 
made the presentation very ably, but the Corps of Engineers’ state- 
ments which have already been given to the committee form a basis 

for favorable consideration by the committee and in my judgment, 
there will be no question. If there are any other statements that you 

eople would like to put into the record, we will be glad to have them, 

ut I feel that there will be no questions. 

Senator Hornanp. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Dail, executive director, 
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District, has a written 
statement. I would like to submit that statement at this time. 

I am also handing to the reporter my joint statement for Senator 
Smathers and myself. 

(The prepared statement of G. E. Dail is as follows:) 


STATEMENT or G. FE. Dat, Jr., Executive Direcror, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN 
Froriwa FrLoop Contrrot District, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
Works, U.S. SENATE, 861m CONGRESS, 2D SESSION ON H.R. 7634. 


Additional authorization for the central and southern Florida flood control 
project beyond the $1 million provided in H.R. 7634, is urgently needed. 

With appropriations for fiscal year 1961 anticipated at $10 million or more, 
only slightly in excess of $16 million in authorization will remain. With any 
acceleration in future appropriations this will be insufficient to provide for 
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project continuation for more than 1 year. A realistic appraisal of these facts 
would require that at least $33 million additional be authorized for the project 
in the present bill. The concern of local interests in this regard stems from a 
previous period when monetary authorization expired and State and local funds 
were advanced to insure uninterrupted continuation of this vital work. 

Project planning has continuously been ahead of Federal appropriations to 
finance planned works. This fortunate circumstance stands the project in good 
stead in justifying this request for additional authority to appropriate funds 
for the fiscal years immediately ahead. 

It is significant that although local interests in the project have been re- 
quired to contribute a larger share of the construction costs and have no ceiling 
on the amount of local funds they will be required to contribute as a result of 
provisions made in the Flood Control Act of 1958, they are able to support 
larger anticipated appropriations. Local interests are ready to lead the way 
in making more significant contributions to their own protection. At this 
moment they will appreciate the assurance from the Congress that such oppor- 
tunity will continue to exist through favorable action on authorization legisla- 
tion requested here. 

Benefits received from this Federal-State-local project already exceed the 
costs. Flood damages prevented have been consistently greater than the cost 
of the works to prevent them. With a benefit to cost ratio of 3.8 to 1, this 
project is good business. Assurance that progress is to continue at an accel- 
erated rate was implicit in the $10 million appropriation included in the budget 
for construction in fiscal year 1961. This is a greater amount than previously 
has been appropriated and is indicative of the acceptance the project has earned. 

The present position of the project is summarized below : 

Total project authorizations in previous flood control acts equal $83,300,000. 

Through fiscal year 1960 a total of $57,192,000 was appropriated. 

The total authorization remaining through fiscal year 1960 is, therefore, 
$26,108,000. 

With an anticipated appropriation for fiscal year 1961 of $10 million, the 
remaining $16,108,000 in authorization will be insufficient to see the project 
through an anticipated accelerated appropriation even for 1 year. This is due 
to the fact that a realizable schedule indicates that at least $16 million may 
annually be appropriated in the immediate future. 

Therefore, looking forward to fiscal year 1963 and beyond, and bearing In 
mind the fact that several years may elapse before another flood control law 
is enacted, it seems wise to request of your committee the authorization of the 
amount already contained in H.R. 7634 ($1 million) plus $32 million to insure 
further economical progress in the project. 


FrioripA Power & Licut Co., 
Miami, Fla., April 21, 1960. 

Mr. Jorn WILcox, 

Port Director, Port of Palm Beach, 

Palm Beach, Fla. 


Dear Mr. Wiicox: As of December 1959 we were serving 86,884 electric 
customers of all classes in the Palm Beach area within a 40-mile radius of 
the port of Palm Beach. Attached is a tabulation showing the customers by 
classes, and a trend chart showing 200,000 total estimated customers in the area 
by 1970. 

Our company’s expansion program includes the installation of 600,000 kilowatts 
additional capacity at the generating plant located adjacent to the port. The 
first unit of 300,000 kilowatts is scheduled to be in service by April 1962. 

Yours very truly, 
D. P. CALDWELL, 
Director of Industrial Development. 


Electric customers, December 1959, Palm Beach area 
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Senator Kerr. We have Senator Stennis with us who was for many 
years an honored member of this committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN STENNIS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to thank you for 
the privilege of appearing here and say further that some of the 
very happiest and finest days that I have ‘had in the Senate have been 
associated with this committee and with you on the committee, and 
with you otherwise. 

I appreciate very much the attitude of this committee and in the 
constructive way they have been building the Nation and giving good 
attention to small projects as well as large. 

I want you to put your microscopic eye here on the very small 
amount of money, $250,000. That is all we are asking for the Natchez 
Harbor and I also ask that you notice the large sum of money that 
the local interests have already spent. They have obligated from 
their local funds $983,950 which approximates the limit of their 
authority. 

The outstanding factor of this matter is that the ratio of benefits 


to costs is 3.95 which the chairman and members of the committee 
know is unusually high. 


I have a prepared statement, gentlemen. It tells the entire story 
and I will not take the time of the committee if they will grant per- 
mission that the statement may be inserted in the record. 

Senator Kerr. The statement will be included in the record. 

(The full prepared statement of Senator Stennis is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR JOHN STENNIS BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD 
CoNTROL—RIVERS AND HARBORS, SENATE PuBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE IN 
SUPPORT OF NATCHEZ HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in 
support of my bill, 8. 1477, authorizing harbor improvements at Natchez, Miss. 
This harbor project was approved by the district engineer on March 19, 1957, 
and ee by the Mississippi River Commission on April 15, 1957. The 
plan for the Natehez Harbor provides for the construction of a levee, enclosing 
a triangular-shaped area, encompassing about 212 acres of land. This area 
would be developed for port and harbor facilities. It would be served by an 
existing railroad and highway. Public wharf facilities to be provided by local 
interests would permit access from the port area to the waterside. A pumping 
station included in the plan will remove drainage from the leveed area. The 
project proposed by the district engineer and the Mississippi River Commission 
does not require any initial navigation dredging work. 

The report as submitted estimates that the pumping plant and floodgate would 
cost of $487,000, which would be borne by the Federal Government. Non-Federal 
cost of $262,500 would include lands and relocations amounting to $260,000 and 
a $2,500 cash contribution for construction. Annual costs would approximate 
$40,000, with total annual benefits amounting to $158,000. Thus, the project 
has a most impressive ratio of benefits to costs of 3.95. 

The Chief of Engineers carefully considered this project and his report, 
which is before you, does not dispute the engineering feasibility or the economic 
benefits set forth in the report of the field office. It is significant to note that 
in his report he states: “I am convinced from the data presented that the estab- 
lishment of a port at Natchez is a meritorious project that can be justified from 
the potential service of waterway transportation.” 

However, the Chief of Engineers then takes the position that the Natchez 
proposal differs greatly from other projects in the lower Mississippi Valley, that 
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it would violate “the well-established basic principle of port development” and 
ou this policy basis disapproves the project. 

Mr. Chairman, construction underway in the lower Mississippi Valley at the 
present time clearly establishes a substantial precedent for the Natchez develop- 
ment. In Memphis, Tenn., the harbor project includes an industrial fill of 
approximately 900 acres which is now completed and which was obtained by 
the fill from dredging necessary channels. 

The Corps of Engineers is presently engaged in constructing an 11-mile levee 
along the left bank of the Tennessee chute with drainage structures, pumping 
plant, and extension of existing sanitary sewers. This levee will protect 6,800 
acres of Ensley Bottoms and industrial terminal sites. It should be pointed 
out that this work is not adjacent to the industrial fill but is on the bank opposite 
the chute. 

In view of these precedents we do not feel that a favorable decision on this 
project would violate any major policy consideration. As reported by the 
Natchez-Adams County Port Commission, our local people were deeply dis- 
appointed in the action of the Chief of Engineers. In view of the urgent need 
of this facility they decided to begin construction of the port to the full limit of 
their funds. They have constructed a sizable length of the required levee at a 
cost to them of $233,670. This is particularly significant in view of the fact 
that the original report would have required local interests to contribute only 
$2,500 for construction. They have completed construction of necessary road 
and railroad at a cost of $125,000. 

As a result, the Corps of Engineers has advised me informally that the remain- 
ing work now require by the Federal Government had been reduced from 
$437,000 to $350,000. This work already done by local people constitutes an 
unusually high percentage of construction cost. It also shows the degree of 
importance they place on this project. The local interests have already ac- 
complished practically all the things which would be required of them in this 
proposed legislation. The land, of course, has been acquired, the dock structures 
are practically completed, and the terminal facilities are ready. Local govern- 
ment authority has established a port commission which is supervising the work 
underway, and this port commission will operate the facility when completed. 

The total cost of the work which has been done or will be placed under con- 
tract shortly amounts to $983,950, which approximates the limit of the com- 
mission’s $1 million lending authority. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe that the basic policy in the flood control 
and navigation projects is left fully to the discretion of the Congress. The 
committee is aware of the fact that most of the bills which have been passed in 
this field over the last 30 years have contained policy language. With specific 
reference, I call attention to the Flood Control Act of 1928, which authorized the 
Mississippi River and tributaries project, and again in the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, which declared to be Federal responsibility the outlets for major drain- 
age areas, and to the same act which established policies with reference to 
Federal responsibility for recreational facilities on reservoirs. There is no 
question, therefore, as to the legislative precedent, prerogative, and responsi- 
bility in this connection. 

In view of the examples cited, I disagree with the Chief of Engineers in his 
statement to the effect that the Natchez project would violate well established 
principles and that no precedent exists for initiating this project. The Memphis 
area is nearly 30 times greater in size than the Natchez area and contains 
basically the same features. 

The utilization of the projects will be largely the same, except at the present 
time publie facilities are not contemplated in the Memphis area since they have 
already been provided on the industrial fill some distance away and across the 
navigation channel. 

The favorable report by the Mississippi River Commission calls attention to 
the fact that failure to provide a project at Natchez would result in great dis- 
crimination against this community in comparison with others along the lower 
Mississippi River. The real issue, I think, is whether this committee and the 
Congress will exercise their responsibility to pass on the policy question in our 
public works program in general. Even if no precedent had been previously 
established, this harbor project is fully justified on its own merits. 

Mr. Chairman, the plan as approved by the district engineer and the Missis- 
sippi River Commission recognizes the necessity for a harbor and port area at 
Natchez to permit efficient operations at all river stages without interruption. 
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Although there is no public river terminal at Natchez, considerable tonnage is 
moving through privately owned terminal facilities. Tonnage in this area has 
increased from 167,000 tons in 1949 to 576,000 tons in 1955. Figures are not 
available since 1955, but there is abundant evidence that tonnage continues to 
increase at a rapid pace. The harbor facilities now located at Natchez are 
grossly inadequate to handle present cargo requirements, much less the expected 
increase in tonnage resulting from tremendous industry growth in the Natchez 
area. 


Mr. Chairman, this project holds a great promise to the economic development 
of this entire area, and in view of the favorable engineering feasibility and 
sound economic feasibility, the exceptionally high benefits ratio, and the sub- 
stantial contributions made by the local interests, I hope that the committee will 
include this modest project in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill. To delay 
this port would be a grave injustice to the people and to the economy of this 
entire area. 

_ Senator Srennis. I have summarized quite briefly one or two points, 

Gentlemen of the committee, this project has been approved already 
by the district engineer and a favorable report thereon by the Missis- 
sippi River Commission. 

Now the Chief of Engineers recommended against the adoption of 
the harbor project. That is the only blemish on the matter of the 
entire project under any kind of standard. But now gentlemen, we 
cannot be bound by that technical veto of this project. I want to 
meet that head on. I am confident in my own mind that the Chief of 
Engineers and his staff look with favor on such projects. It wasn't 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget. We found no law in it at all. 

Now as I say, it’s just a small item. There are relatively larger 
sums put up here by the local interests and if these matters can’t be 
taken care of and people encouraged to improve themselves and their 
own setup for the benefit of the transportation of the Nation, we might 
just as well back out, but the precedent has been the other way as the 
chairman and you other gentlemen know. 

Everyone along the Mississippi River knows that the precedent 
has been the other way and it is one of the great assets of this Nation 
now, the growing strength of the country, these facilities that have 
been so widely put in under the leadership of this committee and the 
House committee. 

Our clerk on the committee here, Mr. Sneed, a very able gentleman 
has looked into this matter and in a memorandum that I am author- 
ized to read from quite briefly, he says, and I quote: 

The committee believes this proposed project favorably compares with others 
authorized on the Mississippi River, particularly in the Memphis Harbor, Tenn., 
where a levee of 11 miles long along the left bank of the Tennessee for drainage 
structures pumping plant, and additions to this are proposed. 

That is not just my guess or statement out of thin air. This is well 
founded in the projects and approved by precedent and your own 
clerk has scrutinized this very carefully. 

We have here too Mr. Sallie Carpenter of Natchez who is chairman 
of this local organization and also Mr. Arlie Warren and Mr. Larry 
Barry. I will not ask you to stop and hear them now. They have 
very brief statements and I know that yow will hear Mr. Carpenter 
at the proper time. 

Senator Kerr. Give us the names of the gentlemen again, please. 

Senator Stennis. Leslie Carpenter, Mr. Warren and Mr. Barry. 

Gentlemen, I wouldn’t hesitate to say this, that Natchez is one of 
the most important, one of the soundest and most equitable projects 
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that I know of anywhere in the Nation, and it is a very, very modest 
amount. 

Mr. Chairman, may I insert in the record a brief statement here 
with reference to the slight modification of the Biloxi Harbor? 

Senator Kerr. Yes; we would be glad to have the statement on the 
Biloxi Harbor. 

I know the Senator is aware of the fact that the Bureau of the 
Budget has approved the project for Biloxi Harbor. 

Senator Srennis. Correct. 

Senator Kerr. Not only am I happy that they approved it, but I 
am in agreement with my friend from Mississippi. 

Senator Srennis. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Glad to have had you, Senator. 

Senator Srennis. I want the chairman and the committee’s ap- 
proval on these matters. 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Chairman, might I just say that when Sena- 
tor Stennis comes before the committee, I know the committee is im- 

ressed by the fairness of his presentation and the good judgment 
is uses in the selection of the projects. 

I am very much impressed by what he does on the committee. 

Senator Srennis. I thank the Senator from Kentucky very much. 
Iam very grateful to you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator. 

(The prepared statement of Senator Stennis is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF U.S. SENATOR JOHN STENNIS IN SUPPORT OF MODIFICATION OF 
BriLoxt Harsor PROJECT BEFORE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman, I appear before this committee today to ask that you include 
the project for the modification of the Biloxi Harbor. This has been approved 
and recommended by the Corps of Engineers. As recommended, this project 
would provide a continuous channel about 23 miles long from Mississippi Sound, 
generally along the alinement of the existing dredged and natural channels. 
Upon completion, it would be 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide from Mississippi 
Sound to the 12-foot depth in Back Bay and would be 12 feet deep and 100 feet 
wide in Back Bay, Cranes Neck and Bayou Bernard to the Air Force oil terminal. 

The estimated cost of this modification is about $326,000 for construction and 
$23,000 for maintenance. Local interests would provide all lands, easements, 
right-of-way, and suitable spoil disposal areas for initial work and subsequent 
maintenance. 

Mr. Chairman, this project was not included in the House bill because the 
Corps of Engineers had not completed its report at the time the House bill was 
considered. It is a sound project and is of vital importance to the fishing in- 
dustry as well as the general economy of this area. The existing channel depth 
of 10 feet in the main harbor is inadequate for present and future navigation 
requirements. 

Annual commerce in this harbor for the past 10 years has averaged 157,000 
tons, consisting principally of petroleum products, pulpwood, seafood, and prod- 
ucts related to the seafood industry. Present channel depth makes it impossible 
for several boatbuilding industries located in this area to float new vessels out 
of the channel when completely outfitted. This means that they must transfer 
the boats to deeper harbors for completion. This is a great inconvenience and 
adds materially to the cost of their operations. 

Mr. Chairman, Biloxi is growing rapidly and ranks first among the towns 
along the gulf coast in seafood production. About 600 boats supply fish, oysters, 
shrimps, and crabs to local establishments engaged in processing, packing, and 
distributing seafood. Keesler Airfield, a U.S. Air Force base, is also located in 
Biloxi and more than 70,000 tons of petroleum is received annually at their oil 
terminal located at Bayou Bernard. The present channel is insufficient to ac- 
commodate the larger deep-sea fishing boats and some of the boats entering into 
the channel are subject to damage because of insufficient depth. 
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Mr. Chairman, this important area is being deprived of a considerable amount 
of trade which it would otherwise enjoy if an adequate channel were available, 
The approval of this modification would provide dependable navigation and 
would permit this important port area to develop to its fullest potential. 

{ hope that the committee will include this modest project in this omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill. 

Senator Kerr. We are very happy today to have another fine 
Senator with us. So far as I know, this is your first appearance be- 
fore us, Senator Dodd. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. DODD, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Senator Dopp. T believe it is my first appearance, Senator Kerr. 

‘Senator Kerr. I will tell you that we are mighty glad to have you 
with us. We have been listening to some very intelligent and well- 
informed people talking about projects in C onnecticut and we are de- 
lighted to have you here, sir. 

‘Senator Dopp. Thank you, Senator Kerr, and members of the com- 
mittee. Of course, I appreciate the opportunity to make this state- 
ment and to request the subcommittee and the full committee to in- 
clude in its omnibus bill five projects which are of vital importance to 
the people of Connecticut and our neighbors. 

Detailed justifications of these projects have been made very effec- 
tively by the Army Corps of Engineers, by representatives of the com- 
munities principally involved and by Connecticut’s representatives in 
Congress. 

I ask the committee to act favorably on the hurricane project for 
Stamford, the hurricane project for Paweatuck, both in Connecticut, 
of course, and the flood control and reservoir ‘for West Thompson, 
Conn. 

The next one is on the Farmington at Winsted and Colebrook and 
the Naugatuck River Valley project covering the area below Thomas- 
ton, consisting of four dams and reservoirs. 

Previous witnesses have pointed out clearly that all of these proj- 
ects are economically justified by the standards which the Corps of 
Engineers applies. The benefit-to-cost ratios are all above the mini- 
mum requirement and some are unusually favorable. ‘There can be 
no question that these projects are vitally needed. 

Stamford has a serious problem of hurricane tidal flooding, a 
danger which is greatest in the industrial heart of the city. All of 
the principal commercial wharves and their adjoining facilities are 
located in the danger area. One-third of the manufacturing labor 
force of the city, 5,000 workers, is employed in this area; and, in addi- 
tion, there are 1,000 homes located within the area of flood danger. 

The average annual loss from tidal flooding here is $498,000. It is 
estimated that a recurrence of “tidal flood of record” would cause a 
loss of about $6 million. The Federal cost of the Stamford project 
is estimated at $3,030,000. 

The flood threat. to the Paweatuck area is caused chiefly by hurri- 
cane-induced rain and wind action. The average annual cost of this 
loss is estimated at $69,000. A recurrence of the highest hurricane 
tide of record would result in a loss of about $2,600,000, half of it in 
the industrial area of the town. The estimated Federal cost at the 
Paweatuck project would be $409,000. 
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The West Thompson Dam would provide a needed addition to the 
flood-control program for the Thames River Basin in southwestern 
Massachusetts and eastern Connecticut. There have been six major 
floods in the last 30 years in the basin, The worst of them occurred in 
August 1955 with a tragic cost of eight lives and a material loss of $54 
million. The West Thompson project has particular importance for 
Putnam, Conn., which sustained a damage of more than $8 million in 
1955. The proposed reservoir and dam involved in the West Thomp- 
son project will provide a high degree of protection to Putnam and 
10 other cities and towns along the Quinebaug River. The Federal 
cost. of construction is approximately $4 million, 

The Naugatuck River Basin is susceptible to floods caused by heavy 
rains and melting snow. A large part of the flood plain area is dotted 
with industrial and commercial deviates as well as residential 
sections. Even when the previously authorized projects on the Nauga- 
tuck River are completed, a flood of the magnitude of the 1955 tragedy 
would cause an estimated loss of $45 million in the lower Naugatuck 
River Basin. The Federal cost of this project which includes four 
reservoirs at Northfield Brook, Branch Brook, Hancock Brook and 
Hop Brook is estimated at $10,230,000, 

The Farmington River Basin has been inundated by six major floods 
in the past 30 years. The worst of these, in August 1955, caused 31 
deaths and material loss of about $72 million. Two projects have been 
proposed to alleviate this dangerous situation: a reservoir on Sucker 
real at Winsted, and a dual flood control and water storage reservoir 
at Colebrook, at a Federal cost of about $4 million. These projects 
and the proposed local protection plan for the Antonia-Derby area, 
have been approved by the Corps of Engineers and have been referred 
to the State of Connecticut and to the Department of Interior for 
comment, which I am sure will be quickly forthcoming. 

All of these projects are badly needed and I urge that they be 
included, 

I think it is easily demonstrated that all of these projects meet the 
requirements that should be insisted upon in a responsible program of 
Federal flood control. The needs, in terms of human safety and the 
preservation of property, are great. From an engineering point of 
view, the projects are soundly conceived. From an economic point of 
view, the benefit-to-cost ratio is of a high order. 

Mr. Chairman, the circumstances of per capita income and geo- 
graphy have combined to make Connecticut one of those States which 
nnbeaae far more to the gamut of Federal programs than it re- 
ceives from them. As a representative of Connecticut, I do not re- 
sent—on the contrary, I am proud of—the contribution of Connecticut 
tothe Nation. But here is a field in which Connecticut needs Federal 
help and I am confident that this subcommittee and this Congress 
will act to give that help to Connecticut in full measure. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am grateful for 
the opportunity to present these facts for your consideration. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Dodd, we are happy to have you, sir, and 
we are very much interested in your great State and in these projects 
and will certainly see that they get every possible consideration by 
the subcommittee. 

Senator Dopp. I thank the chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. We are honored by the presence of Senator Long of 
Louisiana who comes from a State which, for many years, had one 
of its Senators as chairman of this committee. 

Senator, we are glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL B. LONG, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Senator Lone. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

Let me express my appreciation to this committee for the considera- 
tion it has given to projects that are vital to Louisiana and the Red 
River as well as other waterways in that area. 

The committee has been most considerate to our problems in the 
past and I know the committee will do the best they can for us in the 
future, particularly as long as this subeommittee is presided over by 
the distinguished Senator from Oklahoma who has been most kind to 
us. 
I will try to abbreviate my statement, Mr. Chairman, because there 
are a number of projects I would like to speak to. 

The State of Louisiana is covered one-third by water and probably 
has more waterway problems and more flood problems than any other 
State in the Union. 

Mr. Chairman, the House-passed bill has two authorized projects 
which I hope this committee will favorably consider, the Bayou 
Petit Anse, Tigre, and Carlin project. This is one small project in 
the area of Delcambre, La., which is very vital to the fishing industry 
of that area. 

There is the Bayou LaFourche project which stands on a similar 
basis in a separate area of Louisiana. 

I believe that these projects are justified and the Engineers have 
favorably reported them and the Bureau of the Budget has cleared 
them and I believe they will be approved by this committee. 

Recently, the president of the Mississippi River Commission testi- 
fied before your committee with reference to the bank stabilization 
project of that river. 

He told you that the funds for this are running low and that about 
$220 million of additional authorization will be needed. 

Senator Kerr. You are talking about the Mississippi River now? 

Senator Lone. Yes, that is the Mississippi and I believe that in- 
cludes the Mississippi all the way from Cairo, I1., down to the mouth 
of passes at the gulf. 

Senator Kerr. The Mississippi River and tributaries ? 

a Lona. No, sir; I believe that is, in the main, the Mississippi 
itself, 

Senator Kerr. I know the item that he addressed himself to in 
which much of your matter is included carries that designation. 

Senator Lona. Yes, sir; that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

As the chairman knows, although the problem does not affect you 
so greatly in Oklahoma to my knowledge, in Louisiana we have a very 
different problem with the stabilization of the Red River. 

There is a tendency of that river to change its course so that it would 
almost, if you look at a pattern from year to year, it would appear 
like it is moving like a snake. It will change its banks and addi- 
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tional funds are necessary for stabilization of the banks on the Red 
River. 

We hope the committee will see fit to provide $5 million authoriza- 
tion over a period of time, which would be appropriated over a period 
of time, and also the committee would, if possible, modify the stand- 
ards which presently make it necessary to move back the levee rather 
than revet and stabilize the bank. 

If it is impossible, or regarded as uneconomical to maintain the 
bank, and I believe it will be shown that over a period of time it would 
be better to cease giving up this valuable farmland which it takes 
a whole generation to ever make good again once it becomes a sand 
bar, we have been losing in Louisiana, in the last 25 years, losing land 
at the rate of 60,000 acres in 25 years. 

Now the chairman knows the size of the city of Shreveport, La. 
This is three times the size of that whole large city which, accord- 
ing to the population table, is still the second largest in Louisiana. 

We certainly hope that the committee will see fit, if it can work it 
out to place these revetments where engineering judgment indicates 
this would be the wise thing to do. 

Senator Ellender and I have recently introduced a bill to provide 
for low-water access navigation channels to the Mississippi River to 
establish harbor areas between Cairo, Il., and Baton Rouge, La. 

We have in mind such places as Lake Providence, La.; Helena, 
Ark.; New Madrid, Mo.; and I believe this would probably help Hick- 
man, Ky., Senator Cooper, where by virtue of improving the channel, 
the river has been directed away from those ports with the result at 
low-water time, the mud banks in front of the harbor make it almost 
impossible you might say for any sizable barges to get alongside of 
the ports in those communities and the Federal Government, in main- 
taining a 9-foot navigation channel should see to it that these port 
cities along the river would be able to have access to water navigation 
that affects not only Louisiana, of course, but affects a great number 
of other States, including Kentucky, Illinois also, and we believe it is 
very important for the general use of the river, as a whole. 

Mr. L. R. Matthias and Mr. Hu Myers will testify for authoriza- 
tions that affect the Red River Valley projects. I know the chairman 
is familiar with those gentlemen. There are one or two other projects 
that are very important and we hope will be considered. 

Now the East. point levee project is an area frequently flooded in 
recent years. This project covers an area on the left bank of the Red 
River from Loggy haa to Coushatta Bayou. It is designed to pre- 
vent a recurrence of the damage inflicted on this area by the floods of 
1957 and 1958. 

During those floods, it was necessary for the Federal Government 
to call on its troops to man the levee lines in an effort to prevent 
damage to lives and property along this stretch of the river. ‘Although 
the lives were saved, it had very heavy property damage. 

The study in connection with the East Point levee project is now 
complete and it is favorably recommended by the Board of Engineers. 
I strongly recommend that this committee include this item in the bill 
that is before it. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, on the Ouachita and Black Rivers, we urge that 
the committee approve the modification of the present channel to a 
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9-foot depth for navigation from the mouth of the Red River as far 
north as Camden, Ark., on the Ouachita River by means of four new 
locks and two new and two rehabilitated and raised dams with channel 
rectification work and dredging. 

Senator Ellender joins me in urging this project. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, if it is possible to get this project before the 
committee in the consideration of this bill, the Board of Engineers 
issued a statement indicating that the 40-foot channel for the Calcasieu 
River and Pass was undergoing study and thus far the project appears 
to be favorably approved. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe you are familiar with the fact that the 
port of Lake Charles is on the gulf. It has major oil refineries and 
processing industries there, chemical industries, and otherwise which 
require a 40-foot channel in order that these oceangoing tankers can 
get, in there and if it is going to continue to stay in communication 
with the other great ports of the Nation which use these same products 
and with these large tankers that carry it oe both in and out, I 
hope it will be more out than in, Mr. Chairman, why we certainly need 
this 40-foot channel at Lake Charles, La. 

Congressman T. A. Thompson was scheduled to testify for this 
project this morning. He is prevented from being here because of 
illness. He asked me to testify on his behalf and remind you of the 
importance of considering the project at this time. 

The port of Lake Charles has grown tremendously and is now serv- 
ing an ever-increasing load of traffic and is demanding more width 
than depth to accomplish its mission. 

The Board of Engineers recently approved a Freshwater Bayou 
project in the State of Louisiana and this provides for a channel 12 
feet deep and 125 feet wide from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at 
Harvey lock to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico near Fresh- 
water Bayou with increased width to 250 feet in the Gulf of Mexico. 

This project includes jetties from the shoreline to the 6-foot contour 
in the Gulf of Mexico and a lock 56 feet wide by 600 feet long near 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The estimated cost of this project is $7,485,000 for construction and 
$180,000 annually for maintenance and operation. 

Copies of the Board of Engineers’ report for the Freshwater Bayou 
project. were furnished to interested agencies some time ago, and it is 
considered that this final administrative detail is well advanced and 
that the project is thoroughly in line to be considered by your com- 
mittee at this time. 

I will introduce Congressman Edwin FE. Willis who will introduce 
the other witnesses who are here, some of the most outstanding citizens 
of Louisiana. They would like to appear in support of this project. 

Congressman Willis? 

Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman, come forward. 

Senator Lone. Might I state also, Mr. Chairman, that George 
Arceneaux, Senator Ellender’s administrative assistant, is here and 
would like to file a statement with regard to Senator Ellender’s 
position. 

Senator Kerr. You have a statement that you would like to file 
now ¢ 
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(The prepared statement of Senator Long, of Louisiana, is as 
follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF SENATOR RUSSELL B, LONG, OF LOUISIANA, BEFORE SENATE 
PuBLIc WorKs COMMITTEE, APRIL 26, 1960 


The State of Louisiana has, for some time, been looking forward to the passage 
of this omnibus public works bill. It has a number of projects that are neces- 
sary for its continued progress in the national picture. In appearing before 
your committee today it is my hope that these projects will be included in the 
bill under consideration, for they are most important to the future growth and 
prosperity of the communities they serve. 

First of all, there are two projects that were included in this bill when it 
was passed by the House of Representatives last year. They are: 

The Bayou Petit Anse, Tigre and Carlin project. This will provide improved 
navigation facilities and a harbor refuge for vessels in the vicinity of Del- 
cambre, La. ‘ 

The Bayou La Fourche project. This project is needed to restore navigation 
to areas that once had it as part of the progress of the great Mississippi River 
to the sea. 

Feeling that your committee will approve these projects as they have been 
recommended to you, I will make no further comment other than to state that 
both of them are needed and both of them are fully justified. 

There are a number of projects that were not included in this bill when it 
passed the House of Representatives. Reports on these have been completed 
or the need has developed since that bill was passed on the House side. It is my 
hope that they will be considered by this committee at this time. These are 
the projects that I recommend to you: 

Recently, the president of the Mississippi River Commission testified to your 
committee with reference to the bank stabilization project on the Mississippi 
River. He told you that the authorization for bank stabilization was running 
low and suggested to you that the present authorization should be increased by 
$220 million. This bank stabilization program is one of the most vital elements 
in the lower Mississippi River flood control plan. I hope that your committee 
will make it possible to continue adequate financing of this program by increas- 
ing the limits of the existing monetary authorization. This authorization will 
cover the Mississippi River from Cairo, Tl, to Baton Rouge, La. 

While on the subject of additional bank stabilization authorization I would 
like to invite your attention to the need for additional authorization on Red 
River. I strongly recommend that you increase the authorization for bank 
stabilization on Red River by $5 million at this time. 

I would like to couple that recommendation with the recommendation that you 
adopt the bill introduced by myself and my senior colleague, Senator Ellender, 
which would make it possible for the Corps of Engineers to install bank stabili- 
zation works in areas attacked by the river where these works are dictated by 
sound engineering judgments, and eliminate the necessity that it be impossible 
or uneconomical to set back a levee before bank stabilization can be undertaken. 

During the past 25 years the Red River has taken some 60,000 acres of land. 
This is nearly three times as much land as the entire city of Shreveport, La., 
occupies. We all know that it takes a full lifetime to reclaim the land that the 
river has claimed. This is wanton destruction and it is my firm conviction 
that we can no longer afford to give away this valuable land to the river. 

We urge that you make it possible for revetments to be placed when engineer- 
ing judgment indicates that is the wise thing to do. 

Recently I introduced another bill with Senator Ellender. This bill provided 
for the construction and maintenance of low water access navigation channels 
from the existing channel of the Mississippi River to established harbor areas 
located along the Mississippi River between Cairo, Ill., and Baton Rouge, La. 

In the days before channel rectification works were undertaken by the Fed- 
eral Government, cities like Lake Providence, La., Helena, Ark., New Madrid, 
Mo., and probably Hickman, Ky., and others, were harbors on the Mississippi 
River. In its process of building and cutting, the river has seen fit to build a 
mud bank in front of some of the harbors along its way and, as a result, these 
harbors have been cut off from access to the river. The Federal Government, as 
a result of this action of the river, cannot maintain the 9-foot channel in these 
harbors that it is pledged to maintain. 
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The bill I have introduced with Senator Ellender will make it possible for 
the Corps of Engineers to restore harbor privileges to those harbors that have 
been denied these privileges by the action of the river. 

We ask that you include this amendment in the bill that is before you. 

A little later, Mr. L. R. Matthias and Mr. Hu Myers will testify for author- 
izations that affect the Red River Valley. They will ask for the additional 
$5 million authorization for Red River bank stabilization and they will ask for 
the authorization of the East Point levee project. 

The East Point levee project provides for a levee and a floodgate. The 
project covers the area from the left bank of Red River from Loggy Bayou to 
Coushatta Bayou. It is designed to prevent a recurrence of the damage in- 
flicted on this area by the floods of 1957 and 1958. During those floods it was 
necessary for the Federal Government to call upon its troops to man the levee 
lines in an effort to prevent damage to lives and property along this stretch of 
the river. 

The study in connection with the East Point levee project is now complete 
and-it is favorably recommended by the Board of Engineers. I strongly recom- 
mend that this committee include this item in the bill that is before it. 

Recently the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended that 
the projects for the Red River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita and 
Black Rivers should be modified to provide a 9-foot depth for navigation from 
the mouth of Red River to Camden, Ark., on Ouachita River by means of four 
new locks with two new and two rehabilitated and raised dams and with chan- 
nel rectification work and dredging. 

I urge the authorization of this 9-foot project on the Ouachita River. Re- 
cently I introduced a bill that was cosponsored by Senator Ellender, to author- 
ize the deepening of this channel. I feel that this deeper channel is completely 
justified and I urge you to adopt it. 

During the latter part of April, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors issued a statement indicating that the 40-foot channel for Calcasieu River 
and Pass was undergoing study. Prior to that announcement, the division 
engineer of the Lower Mississippi Valley Division had issued a statement to 
the effect that the Calcasieu 40-foot project had been favorably considered. 

The 40-foot by 400-foot channel proposed by this study is necessary if the 
port of Lake Charles is to maintain its place of prominence in the national 
picture and its strategic importance for defense purposes. I recommend that 
the 40-foot channel be authorized at this time. This project will go before the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in the very near future and it is 
my hope that it will do so in time to permit your committee to include it in the 
bill that is before you at the present time. Senator Ellender and I have in- 
troduced a bill asking that this modification be authorized. 

Congressman T. A, Thompson was also scheduled to testify this morning in 
favor of this project. He is prevented from being here by sickness, but he asked 
me to testify in his behalf and to remind you of the importance of considering 
this project at this time. The port of Lake Charles has grown tremendously 
and it is now serving an ever-increasing load of traffic that is demanding more 
width and depth if it is to accomplish its important mission. 

Recently the Board of Engineers approved the Freshwater Bayou project in 
the State of Louisiana. This project provides for a channel 12 feet deep and 
125 feet wide from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at Harvey Lock to the 
12 foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico near Freshwater Bayou with increased 
width to 250 feet in the Gulf of Mexico. 

This project includes jetties from the shoreline to the 6 foot contour in the 
Gulf of Mexico and a lock 56 feet wide by 600 feet long near the Gulf of 
Mexico. The estimated cost of this project is $7,485,000 for construction and 
$180,000 annually for maintenance and operation. 

Copies of the Board of Engineers report for the Freshwater Bayou project 
were furnished to interested agencies some time ago and it is considered that 
this final administrative detail is well advanced and that the project is thor- 
oughly in line to be considered by your committee at this time. 

This morning we have with us the Representative from the district where 
the Freshwater Bayou project is located, Congressman Edwin E. Willis. I will 
introduce him to you and ask him to introduce to you the other witnesses that 
are here. I am always much impressed when people from my home State 
come up here to give evidence of the importance of the project that is before 
this committee. The people that are here today to testify in favor of Fresh- 
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water Bayou are able representatives of the people who will be directly af- 
fected by this project. They bring with them a message and it is this: It is 
vitally important to their economy and welfare and to the economy and welfare 
of our State and Nation that this project be authorized at this time. It has 
been in the planning many years and the need for it has increased with the 
years. Today it has become a must. The offshore operators and fishing boats 
that use the waters of the Gulf of Mexico in the central portion of Louisiana 
need this waterway if they are to continue their operations on an effective 
basis. Further delays in the construction of the project will be very harmful 
to the business of that entire section of the State, and to our Nation as a 
whole. 

That is why these people are here and that is the story they have to tell. 
At this time I would like to introduce Congressman Willis to you. 


(H.R. 7634, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMENDMENT 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Lone of Louisiana and Mr. ELLenper to the bill 
H.R. 7634) authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of cer- 
tain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and 
other purposes, viz: On page 4, following line 2, insert the following: 


Caicasieu River and Pass, Louisiana: Senate Document Numbered 
Sighty-sixth Congress, at an estimated cost of $16,992,000 ; 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., April 27, 1960. 
Hon. Rovert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


Drar Bon: Supplementing the testimony that we presented before your sub- 
committee on Tuesday of this week, we would like to discuss further our bill, 
$. 2015, which has for its purpose modification of the existing project for Red 
River below Dennison Dam to permit the Corps of Engineers to construct bank 
protection works on Red River when such works are deemed advisable from 
an engineering standpoint. At the present time the law prohibits the corps from 
constructing such protection works unless the setback of the levee is found to be 
impossible or uneconomical—a situation that can seldom occur. The banks 
covered by this modification are located in the States of Texas, Oklahoma, Arkan- 
sas, and Louisiana. 

For your information we are attaching a copy of the statement that was made 
on the floor of the Senate on May 20, 1959, at the time the bill was presented. 

When testifying before your subcommittee, we requested that this bill be in- 
corporated into the omnibus bill that is before you and we also requested that 
the existing authorization for bank stabilization on Red River be increased by 
$5 million, feeling that it was appropriate to increase the amount of the authori- 
zation at this time in connection with this change in verbiage of the law in order 
that the program may continue on a proper basis during the interim period of 
some 3 to 4 years that it will take to complete the comprehensive program of 
bank stabilization on Red River now under study. 

Approximately $8.5 million of the $10 million authorized for bank stabilization 
under the 1946 act has been used. The amount of the authorization should be in- 
creased at this time in order to preclude any possibility of the balance of these 
funds being used up before other legislation can be passed. It is obvious that the 
existing authority will not last until the comprehensive program under study is 
ready for presentation to the Congress. 

It has been brought out that the State of Louisiana is losing a tremendous 
amount of land to the river every month. The only way to prevent that from 
happening is to provide bank stabilization work. The existing law is too re- 
strictive and does not permit the exercise of sound engineering judgment and 
the amount requested is necessary. S. 2015, as written, eliminates the prohibi- 
tion against constructing bank protection works unless set-backs are uneconomi- 
cal or impossible and substitutes the authority to provide for the construction 
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of bank protection works at such locations as are deemed advisable by the Chief 
of Engineers. 

We will appreciate very much consideration of these matters by your subcom- 
mittee with a view to having this amended language and additional authoriza- 
tion included in the omnibus bill that will go before the Congress this session. 

With all good wishes, we are 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER. 
RvusseEtv B. Lone. 


MODIFICATION OF ExIstTING ProJecT FoR RED RivER BELOw DENISON DAM 


Mr. Lona. Mr. President, on behalf of myself and my colleague, the senior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Ellender] I introduce, for appropriate reference, 
a bill to permit the engineering talent of our Nation to exercise their judgment 
in the matter of bank protection of the Red River of the South—the Red River 
that extends through the States of Oklahoma, Arkansas, Texas, and Louisiana. 

Back in 1946, the 2d session of the 79th Congress passed a bill to provide 
for flood control on the Red River and its tributaries. At that time, the people 
of the Red River Valley were in desperate need for this program of flood con- 
trol, and they had to take what they could get—they had to take the mini- 
mum program the Congress would adopt. That minimum program stipu- 
lated that adequate flood control may be provided economically by means of a 
reservoir-levee plan in conjunction with existing or authorized Federal and non- 
Federal flood control improvement. 

But that program did not go all the way. It did provide for the construc- 
tion of single-purpose flood control reservoirs at Boswell on Boggy Creek, Hugo 
on the Kiamichi River, Millwood on Little River, Texarkana on Sulphur 
River, Ferrells Bridge on Cyprus Creek, and Mooringsport near the foot of 
Caddo Lake. It did provide for the operation of these reservoirs for the con- 
veyance of peak flows of the design flood with a minimum freeboard of 3 feet 
after the program is completed, but only 1 foot in the interim. And, finally, it 
did provide for the construction of bank protection works at locations where 
levee setbacks are impossible or uneconomical. 

It is with repect to that last provision—the providing of bank protection 
works at locations where levee setbacks are impossible or uneconomical—that 
the program did not go all the way. We are bound to ask ourselves this ques- 
tion: Why is the judgment of our engineers circumscribed in this manner? 
Actually, there is no reason. Let us look at the record: 

In the first place, the Federal Government is responsible for the bank caving 
that is taking place on the Red River and should assume the responsibility for 
protecting those banks against the ravages of the river. This is the reason 
why the Federal Government is responsible for the loss of land that is now 
going on. 

The Red River was formerly a navigable stream and considerable commerce 
moved upon its waters. This navigation was greatly hampered by the existence 
of a raft which extended from Natchitoches to a point considerably above 
Shreveport. In an attempt to improve navigation, the Corps of Engineers, be- 
ginning in 1828 and ending in 1872, removed this raft. While allowing for the 
clear passage of navigation, it also caused the lowering of stages in the river to 
such an extent that before many years navigation was not possible. It was 
only after the removal of the raft that the banks of Red River began to cave 
and the valuable farmlands were lost at an alarming rate. 

At the present time, it is estimated that in the State of Louisiana alone, 2,300 
acres of land are being lost each year as the result of caving banks. 

At the present time, due to restrictions of the 1946 Red River Flood Control 
Act, it is estimated that Louisiana is losing 9,800 acres each year as the result 
of levee setbacks. 

Adding these two together, 12,100 acres of land are lost each year—more than 
1,000 acres each month as the result of the action of the river on its banks and, 
as the result of the inability of the Federal Government to arrest this intrusion 
because of the restrictions imposed upon it by the existing law. 

Since the removal of the raft on Red River was in the interest of navigation, 
it would certainly seem that the Federal Government has an obligation to the 

valley in protecting the banks of Red River from caving. 
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Secondly, there are other results from the removal of the Red River raft: 

Once the river was free to flow in its channel, the river began to enlarge and 
shorten with each succeeding flood. There was a great flood in 1892 and again 
in 1908, which further shortened and enlarged the river. From 1892 to the 
present time, the distance along Red River from Natchitoches to the Louisiana- 
Arkansas line has been shortened from 256 miles to 213 miles, a distance of 43 
niles. Obviously, a tremendous amount of loss of bank occurred during this 
yeriod. 
;, Because of the flood control needs of the Red River Basin, it was necessary 
for Congress to authorize the construction of reservoirs for the valley. To date, 
three reservoirs have been constructed: Denison was placed in operation in 
June 1944; Texarkana in January 1958; and Ferrells Bridge in partial opera- 
tion in August 1957. There are four other reservoirs—Millwood, Boswell, 
Hugo, and Mooringsport—yet to be built. It has become obvious that, although 
they are necessary for flood control, the reservoirs are prolonging the caving 
stages on Red River and are causing increased bank caving. 

The loss of bank on the Red River from Shreveport to the Louisiana-Arkansas 
line increased from 2,408 acres between 1930 and 1944—-when Denison Dam was 
placed in operation—to 6,598 acres from 1944 through 1958. This shows conclu- 
sively the tremendous increase in the rate of caving due to the prolonging of 
caving stages on the river by reservoirs. 

Mr. President, it is high time that we remove the restriction from our law and 
permit our engineering talent to exercise their judgment in the matter of saving 
our land from the ravages of this river. My bill will do just that. It will 
provide for the construction of bank protection works where they are justified 
by commonsense and sound engineering principles. 

When the river takes our land away by eroding its banks, it takes away top 
soil to a depth of 15 or 20 feet in many cases, but the sandbank it eventually 
leaves is not an even swap. Usually it takes 50 to 75 years before that sand- 
bank can be converted into useful soil. 

On at least two occasions so far, the Senate Appropriations Committee has 
indicated that it is ready to modernize the language of the old act and give the 
Engineers the legal authority to protect their investment, rather than to throw 
away that investment and start over with a new investment. 

But because we have not actually changed the language of the law, we must 
proceed on the old basis. Where has that basis led us? Let us take a look. 

There is the case of Vernon Meyer Bend, which might be called a typical 
example. We made four setbacks there simply because the law said that was 
all we could do. Finally, the situation got so bad the scale finally tipped the 
other way and the Engineers were able to build a revetment to protect what we 
had left—but in the process we had lost some 800 acres of fine Red River land 
that we could be using today to the benefit of the people of this country. 

Recently a man came into my office and brought with him some pictures to 
show the damage the Red River had done to his land. This man came to talk 
about the bend in Red River that bears his name—Herman Taylor Bend. 

According to those pictures, he is losing his land at a fast rate. The Corps 
of Engineers has gone into his problem, but their hands have been tied by the 
present law. Under the law, they can put in bank protection, but, before they 
can do so, a local contribution of some $62,000 will have to be put up. The folks 
along Red River just do not have that kind of money. As a result, he will 
continue to lose his land unless we change the law. 

Mr. President, I propose to change the law. I propose to change it by eliminat- 
ing the ridiculous provisions which make it necessary for a setback to be 
impossible or uneconomical before it is possible for the banks to be protected. 
I propose to make it possible for the Federal Government to fulfill its obligation 
to the people along the Red River by stabilizing the banks of that river, and, 
by so doing, save the 1,000 and more acres of valuable land that are being wasted 
each month under the present law. 

The Presipine Orricer. The bill will be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 2015) authorizing the modification of the existing project for 
Red River below Denison Dam—Levees and bank stabilization, Texas, Okla- 
homa, Arkansas, and Louisiana, introduced by Mr. Long (for himself and Mr. 
Ellender), was received, read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Public Works. 
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[S. 2015, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL Authorizing the modification of the existing project for Red River below Denison 
Dam, levees and bank stabilization, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the project for Red River below 
Denison Dam, levees and bank stabilization, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and 
Louisiana, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1946 (Public Law 526, 
Seventy-ninth Congress), in accordance with the recommendations contained 
in House Document Numbered 602, Seventy-ninth Congress, is hereby modified 
to provide for the construction of bank protection works on the Red River below 
Denison Dam at such locations as deemed advisable by the Chief of Engineers, 


[S. 3302, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the River and Harbor Act of 1945 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the Intracoastal Water- 
way in the vicinity of Algiers at New Orleans, Louisiana, Senate Document 
Numbered 188, Seventy-eighth Congress, adopted by Public Law 14, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, approved March 2, 1945, is hereby modified to provide for a high 
level fixed bridge on Louisiana State Highway Numbered C-1460 over the 
Algiers Cutoff at an estimated cost of $900,000: Provided, That the conditions 
of local cooperation specified in Senate Document Numbered 188, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, shall likewise apply to said bridge. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE ARCENEAUX, ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT TO SENATOR ELLENDER OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Arcenraux. I would like to file it now and have it follow Sena- 
tor Long’s presentation. 

Senator Ellender asked me to express to the chairman his disap- 
pointment at not being able to be here this morning, but there is a 
matter of the public works appropriation bill that he is tied up with. 

Senator Kerr. 1 was rier tin, yesterday during the recess of this 
committee and he very graciously permitted me to put my testimony 
in early and said that he hoped that I would return here and devote 
my undivided attention and thoughts to all evidence before the sub- 
committee and especially that. w ith reference to Louisiana. 

Mr. Arcenraux. I can assure you that that same spirit of coopera- 
tion is being displayed downstairs. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman Willis. 

(The prepared st: itement of Senator Ellender is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALLEN J. ELLENDER OF LOUISIANA BEFORE SENATE PUBLIC 
Works COMMITTEE, APRIL 26, 1960 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate having this op- 
portunity to appear before you in support of various water resources projects 
in my State. 

As members of this committee are doubtless well aware, I have long advocated 
the maximum development of our precious and irreplaceable water resources, 
with the firm conviction that only in this manner is it possible for us to fulfill 
our responsibilities as citizens, as legislators, and as trustees for the welfare of 
the generations as yet unborn. 

I would like to direct the committee’s attention to the proposed Freshwater 
Bayou, La., project. 

If this project is authorized, its completion will be of tremendous value to the 
people of that section of my State. In effect, it will open up another entire ares 
of the Louisiana coast to development, allowing it to share in the rich oil, gas, 
sulfur, and salt deposits to be found in Louisiana’s tidelands area. 
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The project would provide a 15- by 150-foot channel, which would leave the 
Intracoastal Waterway near Intracoastal City, follow Schooner Bayou Cutoff, 
Schooner Bayou, a land cut to Six Mile Canal and Belle Isle Canal to Freshwater 
Bayou and thence to the Gulf of Mexico. 

The local people have offered to provide rights-of-way and spoil disposal areas, 
and to meet all obligations of local cooperation. 

The Corps of Engineers has endorsed this proposal. The approved plan in- 
cludes the construction of jetties in the Gulf of Mexico if maintenance dredging 
of the channel without jetties proves to be more expensive than construction and 
maintenance of the jetties. 

A lock 56 feet wide and 600 feet long and with a depth of 14 feet over the sills 
would be constructed near the Gulf of Mexico to protect the marsh area and to 
minimize damage to established interests from adverse effects of excessive drain- 
age and salt-water intrusion. 

The estimated total cost of this project aggregates $7,725,400, of which $175,000 
would be non-Federal. 

I might point out to the members of the committee that since the development 
of the vast tidelands oil and gas fields off the coast of Louisiana, boat traffic has 
increased tremendously. 

However, in many cases, oil companies are forced to service their oilfields from 
shore areas far removed from the actual oilfields. The western area of the 
Louisiana coast has only two entrances to the Gulf area—at Lake Charles and 
Morgan City. 

Completion of the Freshwater Bayou project would add one more entry to this 
teeming, rich area. 

In addition, completion of this channel would allow our fishing industry to 
grow and expand, since it would provide fishermen with another area to be used 
as a home port, from which they could fish the waters of the western coast of 
Louisiana. 

This project, which would bring development to a relatively undeveloped area 
of Louisiana, is of such merit that its inclusion in the pending public works bill 
is certainly warranted. 

One of the most important steps in the continued development of Louisiana is 
a continuation and expansion of the Calcasieu River and Pass project. 

The Corps of Engineers has issued a favorable report recommending modifica- 
tion of the existing project for Caleasieu River and Pass in the following 
manner: 

Enlargement of the existing ship channel to provide an approach channel hav- 
ing a depth of 42 feet over a bottom width of 800 feet from the 42-foot depth 
eontour in the Gulf of Mexico to the jetty channel; a jetty channel varying in 
depth from 42 to 40 feet at the seaward end and shoreline, respectively, over 
a bottom width of 400 feet; a channel 40 feet deep over a bottom width of 400 
feet from the shoreline to wharves of the Port of Lake Charles; enlargement of 
the existing turning basin at mile 29.6 to provide a depth of 40 feet, and a moor- 
ing basin at about mile 3 having a width of 350 feet, a length of 2,000 feet, and 
a depth of 40 feet. 

In addition, it is recommended that the 35-foot existing ship channel be ex- 
tended from the wharves of the Port of Lake Charles to the vicinity of U.S. 
Highway No. 90 bridge, and a 750- by 1,000-foot turning basin of the same depth 
be constructed at the upper end. 

Maintenance of the existing 12- by 200-foot channel from the ship channel to 
Cameron, La., via the old channel of the Calcasieu River, is also recommended. 

The estimated cost to the United States for construction of this project, ex- 
clusive of navigation is $16,992,000. 

This project is scheduled to be considered by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors within the next few days. In light of the favorable report 
of the district engineers, we anticipate approval by that body. 

In addition, I, along with Senator Long, have introduced legislation to accom- 
plish this end. 

This area of Louisiana has had a phenomenal growth in the days since World 
War II. Lake Charles has become a center of the petrochemical industry, and 
in fact, only a few days ago, Cities Service announced plans for building a multi- 
million-dollar chemical plant in the Lake Charles area. 

This will add to the already heavy load of traffic which must use the Cal- 
casieu River. 
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In addition, the increasing complexities of the petrochemical industry, paced 
by the beginning of the “supertanker” era, makes the deepening and widening 
of the Calcasieu an absolute necessity. 

If this area is to continue to grow, then it must have facilities to allow for the 
inflow of raw materials which it needs. It is apparent that the present trend is 
toward the “supertanker,” thus it is only commonsense that concurrent plans be 
made to accommodate these new-type ships. 

It must be remembered that the original dimensions of the Calcasieu were fixed 
immediately preceding Worid War II. Marine traffic has not only grown tre- 
mendously since those days, but the actual size of the individual ships has also 
increased. 

It is my hope, therefore, that the committee will consider very carefully this 
request, and include it in the omnibus public works bill. 

Since the days immediately following World War IJ, the area around the 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, in Arkansas and Louisiana, has seen a rapid growth 
of industry, based primarily on the 6-foot depth of these streams under a prior 
authorization. 

However, as industry in that area has developed it has become apparent that 
a 6-foot depth is not sufficient. 

Accordingly, we are now requesting that the authorized projects for the Red 
River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita and Black Rivers be modified to pro- 
vide a 9-foot depth for navigation from the mouth of Red River to Camden, Ark., 
on the Ouachita River by means of four new locks with two new and two re- 
habilitated, and raised dams and with channel rectification work and dredging. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.35 to 1. 

The district and division engineers, as well as the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, have all recommended modification of the existing projects 
in this area to provide for a channel with a minimum depth of 9 feet and a 
minimum bottom width of 100 feet in Red River between Old River and mile 31, 
and in the Black and Ouachita Rivers from the mouth of the Black River to 
Camden by the construction of new locks at Jonesville and Columbia to replace 
existing locks and dams Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5, and construction of new locks, and 
the rehabilitation and raising of existing dams at locks and dams Nos. 6 and 8. 

Estimated cost to the United States of this modification is $43,550,000 for 
construction and $750,000 annually for operation and maintenance, including 
$100,000 for maintenance dredging in Red River. 

Senator Long and I have introduced legislation to accomplish this purpose. 

The economic growth that this section of the country has experienced gives 
ample proof that should the committee include this proposal in the pending 
omnibus public works bill, then the benefits returned will more than offset the 
cost. 

I also wish to call to the committee’s attention the need for the authorization 
proposed by Senator Long and me in 8. 28438, which we introduced on January 18. 

This bill would authorize the Corps of Engineers to maintain navigable depths 
in certain areas adjoining and abutting the Mississippi River. 

As members of the committee may know, the Mississippi is a wandering, 
meandering stream. Draining as it does nearly one-half of our total land area, 
the Mississippi, en route to the Gulf of Mexico, gathers and carries along with 
it much sediment, and, furthermore, tends to wander within the great alluvial 
valley which it has built. Through the Mississippi River and tributaries flood 
control program, the banks are being stabilized, but during years past changes 
in the river’s route have left high and dry communities which were once thriving 
river ports. This has been the case in such places as New Madrid, Mo., Helena, 
Ark., and Lake Providence, La. These communities, along with others, have 
heen denied access to the river. Yet, despite the fact that these former river 
ports were transformed into inland communities through no fault of their own, 
the Corps of Engineers, under existing law, cannot legally maintain access to 
what once were harbors in these towns and cities. It strikes me that it is only 
fair and proper that provision be made for authority designed ultimately to 
restore access to these harbors, to once again accord to these communities what 
amounts to a historic right to access to the river, and I most respectfully urge 
that the text of S. 2843 be included in the omnibus measure presently pending 
before this committee. 

In addition, I wish to reiterate the need for two projects in Louisiana which 
were included in this bill as it passed the House of Representatives last year. 
They are the Bayou Petit Anse, Tigre and Carlin project, to provide improved 
navigation facilities and a harbor refuge for vessels in the vicinity of Del- 
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cambre, and the Bayou Lafourche project, needed to restore navigation to areas 
that once were served by the Mississippi. 

In view of the fact that it is my hope that this committee will approve these 
projects as they have been recommended, I will make no additional comment 
about them, other than to say that they, too, are vitally needed in the industrial 
expansion of my State. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee to the proposal to increase 
the authorization for bank stabilization by $220 million along the lower Mis- 
sissippi River, from Cairo, Ill., to Baton Rouge, La. 

In my judgment this increase in the authorization is of prime importance, 
if we are to keep and preserve some of the most valuable land in the fertile 
Mississippi Valley. 

I also recommend that the committee favorably consider a proposal to au- 
thorize construction of the East Point levee project in the Red River. This 
project would provide for a levee and floodgate and would cover the area of 
the left bank of the Red River from Loggy Bayou to Coushatta Bayou. It is 
designed to prevent a recurrence of the damage inflicted on this area by the 
floods of 1957 and 1958: 

As many members of the committee may recall, it was necessary to call out 
Federal troops to man the levee lines in an effort to prevent damage to life 
and property along this stretch of the river during these floods. 

I might point out that the East Point levee project has been studied by the 
Corps of Engineers and is favorably recommended by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors. 

I also urge the committee to consider a $5 million annual increase in the 
authorization for bank protective works along the Red River below Denison 
Dam. This project, which is of particular interest to Oklahoma, Arkansas, 
Texas and Louisiana, is one of the most important in the entire area. In 
Louisiana alone, we lose in excess of 1,500 acres per year as a result of caving 
banks and related developments along the Red. 

I want to thank the committee for the opportunity to present my views before 
you, and I request that my recommendations be given your serious consideration 
when final action is taken by the committee on the omnibus public works bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Wis. I appreciate the appearance before your committee 
in connection with the Freshwater Bayou project because it has the 
highest order of priority in my legislative effort on the Tfouse side 
during this session. 

Last week, the engineers demonstrated to you in a technical way 
that this project passes the grade from the point of view of economic 
justification. 

We have three witnesses here whose time, all told, won’t consume 
more than 15 minutes and will make out a stronger case for it. 

I would like to stress the urgency of this need. In order to give 
you a broad picture of the area that this deep-water channel, 12 feet 
by 120 feet. wide would serve, I think it might be well, and I think the 
good chairman would recognize some of the towns I named, well for 
me to point out the area that this channel would serve. 

My congressional district commences at Grand Isle near the city 
gates of New Orleans and then proceeds west toward the Texas line. 
It is a very large and populous area, a highway running through it, 
Highway 90 running through towns such as Golden Meadow, Morgan 
City, Tioga, and Lafayette. 

As an indication of the importance to the area of this project, I 
might designate some of the principal industries in that area. 

My congressional district. for example, produces about 75 percent 
of all cane sugar produced in the continental United States and if 








674 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


you want to go to the extreme, it produces 90 percent of all of the hot 
sauces, 

Senator Kerr. Say that again. 

Mr. Wiis. About 90 percent of all the hot pepper sauces. That is 
tobasco, Evangeline, and so forth. 

Incidentally, it is the largest fur congressional district, the poor 
man’s fur, the muskrat. We have probably the biggest shrimp and 
oyster catch in my congressional district than in any other. 

We grow rice and cattle in large quantities and we certainly will 
have the greatest salt mines in the country, at least in that district. 

Senator Kerr. Now this is in connection with? 

Mr. Wiis. The Freshwater Bayou which I will come to in a 
moment to show the area that it serves. 

We have, as you know, Mr. Chairman, quantities of excelsior opera- 
tions and wells prolific in oil and gas deposits both inshore and off- 
shore. 

As a matter of fact, my congressional district takes in the largest 
part, of the so-called tidelands operations off the Louisiana coast. 

I happen to be chairman of the committee created some 3 years ago 
on the House side called the Tidelands Subcommittee to keep a con- 
tinuing study and appraisal of the operation and administration of 
the Submerged Lands Act and the Outer Continental Shelf Act. 

I have flown over that area and landed by helicopter over every ma- 
jor platform in that tidelands operation. 

Let me say it is not all a milk and honey project. as people would be- 
lieve. It requires a lot of blue chips to conduct these operations and 
I think it is the consensus of thinking people that it will be many years 
before the entrepreneurs can recoup their investment. 

Now I have some people here with me that I will present and prob- 
ably the things we are producing in greatest numbers and surely in 
moral value is good people, including my own Senator, Allen Ellen- 
der, whose Congressman I happen to be. 

Now let me relate this picture to this Freshwater Bayou project. 

This project has human as well as economic factors. The project 
would connect the Intracoastal Canal System to the Vermilion Bay, 
thence to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Now let me take up the human element. As I pointed out a while 
ago, we have snateadity the biggest shrimp and oyster fleets along our 
coast in that area. 

Vermilion Bay is at best, a very shallow body of water before it 
reaches the contours of the gulf proper and north winds, of course, 
push the shallow waters deeper into the gulf. 

The shrimping vessels have a draft of anywhere from 4 feet to 
9 feet and even during good weather, they can’t come back to port 
and have to proceed either to Calcasieu Pass or Morgan City, some 35 
miles distance from their particular area. 

As the chairman knows, and I take it the other members of this com- 
mittee also know, a deep, shallow base like Vermilion Bay develops 
squalls on a moment’s notice and here you have real peril to human life 
in connection with this project. 

Now a little bit about the economic factors involved. This project, 
this canal, a modest one of $7,500,000, would serve and service an area 
of 4,500 square miles of off-shore development in an area at this pres- 
ent time where you have 102 oil and gas fields in this area. 
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Now some of these are located within the State domain and many 
others in the Federal domain under the Submerged Lands Act and 
Outer Continental Shelf Act. 

Just a matter of a few weeks ago, the State of Louisiana and mostly 
the Federal Government sold $90 million worth of oil and gas leases 
whee very area, a tributary to this very channel we are now talking 
about 

Now there is a curious thing, a very interesting thing to me and I 
know to the chairman. The first so-called tidelands well was pro- 
duced, I think, by Superior in 1938 off the coast of Cameron at a depth 
of 12 to 15 feet. That was in 1938. 

Now there is one operator whose name I don’t think I should dis- 
close who is conducting an operation in 250 feet of water 35 miles from 
the shore. 

Now what does that mean? I talked a while ago in terms of squalls. 
Now in this area that I am talking about, in that kind of water im the 
gulf proper you must talk in terms of hurricanes and here again, we 
come again to the human aspect of the problem. 

The ‘project is completely justifiable. It would serve a vast and 
populous and thriving area, badly needed from the point of view of 
the local interests, the State of Louisiana, and in particular, the Fed- 
eral Government. The Federal Government has a real stake in the 
development of this project in the sense that most of the opera- 
tions to come lie within the Federal domain in the Gulf of Mexico, 

Now that is about it. This project will produce wealth in water 
and on land. I happen to have been born on a farm and I am a soil 
man and I always tell my people who care to have my advice as a 
lawyer, in talking about a farm I give them this story that I heard, 
first heard from my father maybe 50 years ago. 

Now he said, “You know the Lord creates new humans every day, 
but he is not cr eating any more land.” 

I think that there is enough to go around provided that we take 
advantages of our resources “and develop them properly. We have 
some folks here from my district. I would like to present them to 
you. The people there have confidence in this project. They are 
here in large numbers and in various capacities. They will have their 
share, of course. When you go through land, that means you have 
to have spoil banks and rights of way. They are willing to bond 
themselves to accomplish that. 

I have the great pleasure to present to you here Mr. James Vorhoff, 
who is president of the Abbevi Me Harbor Terminal District, together 
with his wife. 

We have Mr. William Gooch, and a fine gentleman here whom we 

call Sweetwater Vic, Victor Stiegler, who is president of the Abbeville 
Chamber of Commeree, who is a rice grower and who knows more 
about Freshwater Bayou than anybody. that I know. 

We have Mr. H. B. Quesada who is a member of the Vermilion 
Parish police jury. 

We have Mr. Carroll L. Speil, secretary treasurer of Abbeville 
Harbor and Terminal District. 

We have Mr. J. O. Pilcher a consulting engineer and also Mr. 
Lloyd Brussard, who is director of the State warehouse commission 
and who is the personnel representative there of the Governor from 
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Louisiana, and finally, Mr. Hu B. Myers who will have a few words 
to say, an engineer for the Louisiana Department of Public Works. 

I would ike for these folks to stand up. I don’t want to consume 
too much of your time. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Now you named three that you wanted to have say 
a few words. 

Mr. Wituts. Just a few words. 

Mr. Hu B. Myers is an engineer connected with the Louisiana De- 
partment of Public Works. 

Senator Kerr. Come around, Mr. Myers. 


STATEMENT OF HU B. MYERS, STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Myers. Senator Kerr, members of the committee, 1 am Ilu 
Myers, chief engineer of the Louisiana Department of Public Works, 
which represents the State in matters of navigation. 

The reason that the Freshwater Bayou navigation project. is 
needed is that there is no barge outlet to the gulf from Morgan City 
to Lake Charles and Freshwater Bayou was just about half way in 
between. 

The present route through Vermilion Bay is inadequate because 
it has a controlling depth of about 51% feet w Dich makes it impossible 
for the oil and fishing people to use this route. 

As soon as this project is constructed, benefits will immediately ac- 
crue, not only to that area by stimulating its economic growth but to 
the Nation as a whole. 

The oil area in that channel will serve 4,500 square miles. It is esti- 
mated by competent authority that the area contains 103 oil fields and 
4,000 wells w ill be drilled in the next 50 years. 

Now there is considerable transportation involved in drilling oil 
wells, building platforms, transporting the oil and we estimate that 
the total saving in the drilling of the wells, the building of the plat- 
forms, the surveying of the wells, tr: ansporting the oil and servic ing 
the wells will be roughly $1,800,000 a year. That is somewhat more 
than the Corps estimated. 

In the recent Federal leasing of about $250 million paid for leases, 
of that $250 million, $90 million was in this area. 

Now Delton is the major seafood port in that section and the 
shrimpers operating out of Delton eebir very costly damages each 
year by having to use Vermilion Bay. But in addition to that there is 
a great hi azard because if they go out to shrimp and a northerner comes 
up while they are gone, they cannot get back through the bay because 
the water is too shallow as well as too rough, and of course, if a tropical 
disturbance comes up, they have to go to Cameron. They cannot 
come in through this shallow bay. 

Now it is estimated that there are about 6,000 trips made a year by 
the shrimpers from Delton and inasmuch as about 10 percent of the 
time they \ ave to goa little over 100 miles out of the way, we estimate 
that there is a loss of about $150,000 a year from that source. 

That channel also will create the opportunity for the construction of 
two menhaden plants. 

Senator Kerr. What ? 
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Mr. Myrrs. Menhaden plants. That is the small fish that they 
catch off the coast and boil them down and make them into cat food 
and fertilizer, and so forth. 

It is estimated that 66,000 tons of fish would be brought in over this 
project annually, having a value of $3 million. 

The department of public works estimates that the total annual 
benfit to this project. is $1,476,000. 

We have reviewed the plans of the Corps of Engineers and heartily 
concur with that. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Hu. We are glad to have 
you at any time, sir. 

Your next witness ? 

Mr. Wuuuis. Mr. James Vorhoff, of Abbeville. I am sure he won't 
consume but a very few minutes. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Vorhoff. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES VORHOFF, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
ABBEVILLE, LA. 


Mr. Vornorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
J. C. Vorhoff, Chamber of Commerce, Abbeville, La., and president 
of the Abbeville Harbor Terminal District. 

It is indeed a great honor and a special privilege to be allowed to 
be before you today and I humbly thank you for this opportunity. 

IT am a small merchant representing a group of gale that came 
here from Abbeville who have been working on this project for quite 
a number of years. 

We bring this project, the Freshwater Bayou project to you for 
your consideration and it has been approved by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors as being economically justified. 

We feel that a channel through this area which is midway between 
Lake Charles and Morgan City will afford the Navy, also the Coast 
Guard opportunities to go out safely in a short distance, to water that. 
during the last war there was quite a bit of shipping tonnage sunk 
and loss of life, and by having this channel at this particular spot, it 
would give adequate protection to an area that was hard to protect 
in the last war. 

We also feel that this channel will serve a great purpose in the off- 
shore operation which was brought out by Congressman Willis. 
which is being greatly explored at the present time and will continue 
to be as these leases are sold. 

We also feel that this channel will help, as Mr. Myers brought out, 
the shrimpers in our area who have suffered quite a bit of loss through 
repairs to their boats going through the shallow channels. 

With reference to the northerner, I would like to state at this time 
that recently 50 boats of the Delton fleet were marooned right out 
from Southwest Pass and they remained there 3 or 4 days and could 
not get help to them through the bay and they could not come back 
and had to finally go around through Morgan City and get to their 
home base. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that we, the local interests, have 
accepted our responsibility as requested by the Corps of Engineers 
to provide the aoa and spoil banks. 
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Gentlemen, it has been a pleasure to appear before you. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr, Wiis. Finally, with your permission, I would like to ask Mr. 
Rene A. Stiegler who is a transportation expert to say a few words. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Stiegler. 


STATEMENT OF RENE A. STIEGLER, ABBEVILLE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, ABBEVILLE, LA. 


Mr. Srrecuer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Rene A. 
Stiegler. I represent the Abbeville Chamber of Commerce who are 
one of the local interests participating in this project. 

When we refer to Abbeville I would like it understood that we are 
speaking of that general area around Abbeville there which will be 
affected by this project and which today do not have suitable means 
of connection with the gulf. 

In the year 1957, I personally contacted quite a number of the 
prospective users of this Freshwater Bayou route and I have thus 
had what I would call a little personal knowledge of the situation. 

At that time, we estimated the economic benefits as somewhere 
around $4.5 million per year which included the probability of loca- 
tion of some industries, and while we have no criticism whatsoever the 
present decision of the Engineers, we do want to point out they are 
in our opinion, ultraconservative. In other words, they have counted 
only that which they feel is absolutely certain and there are some 
items that we feel sure will move but which were not included. 

This great Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was a project in which 
I have happened to have participated in over 30 years. At the time 
that the original estimate was made by the Engineers, I recall it was 
about 5 million tons, according to the statistics of the U.S. Engineers 
in the year 1957 and after removing all possible duplications the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway handled 48 million tons of freight. 

Thus, we have this great important manmade waterway which is 
parrallel to the Gulf of Mexico and for a distance of 144 miles, there 
is no suitable connection between the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
and the Gulf of Mexico. 

Now to give you a concrete illustration, taking merely the town 
of Abbeville, which is on the Vermilion River and connected with 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway ; if an industry in Abbeville wanted 
to reach an offshore location, 10 miles south of the proposed mouth 
of this new canal, this new channel, they would have to go all the 
way out to the Calcasieu River and then backtrack into the gulf to 
the point practically south of Abbeville, a distance of 192 miles; 
whereas this channel would afford them a route of only 52 miles which 
means 140 miles of excess travel. 

Now in 1957 when the hearing was held, the very maximum depth 
at which a well could be drilled out in the Gulf water was 120 feet. 

My information indicated that they were going out to the 220-foot 
contour. 

I heard Congressman Willis say just now that they were working 
on 250 feet and I might add that with all of that progress which has 
taken place in the past 3 years, it is reasonable to expect that they will, 
before very long, be going out to say about 300 feet of water. 
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Now this means a distance of some 40 miles further out into the 
Gulf to develop natural resources which could not possibly be de- 
veloped 3 years ago. 

While it may be true that as you go for longer distances, these sav- 
ings in the mileages by the diferent routes would not increase, In 
fact, they would get a little less and tend to equalize each other, but 
when you consider the magnitude of this gulf offshore operation, the 
addition of 40 miles more of territory all along the coast would mean, 
in my opinion, that there will be a considerable greater need for off- 
shore bases and for the location of industries which are connected 
with the offshore trade. 

Now on the menhaden business which Congressman Willis has 
spoken of, I would like to point out that in my humble opinion that 
menhaden out theré is an economic waste and other plants that are 
producing menhaden which, you might say, ship out the fish 
meal in tremendous quantities and, for instance, those shipments 
move out by barge in lots of 600 tons and 700 tons in bargeload lots. 

Now only one menhaden plant on this new Freshwater Bayou 
channel should produce an economic benefit of close to $1.5 million 
ayear. 

That, of course, was not counted in the Engineers report. 

Now the United States Steel Corp. made a survey in 1957 about off- 
shore pipelines. 

The record and the experience offshore indicates that there is a pre- 
ponderance of gas in the area south of Freshwater Bayou and gas, of 
course, means that if it is utilized, it must be by pipeline which, in my 
opinion, would increase the amount of pipeline tonnage and likewise, 
it would increase the amount of maintenance because after these lines 
got old or after they have been down for a while, the storms in the 

ulf cause some damage and all of this creates additional work. 

We estimate that the savings on the materials for pipeline should 
run about $53,000 a year and that the maintenance of these lines should 
save possibly $5,000 per year. 

I might liken this report to what I call a traffic count on a gravel 
highway. It is a well known fact that when you count vehicles on a 
gravel highway and then you pave it and take another traffic count, the 
traffic seems to have sprung out from almost everywhere and it is 
invariably considerably increased. 

We think that this Freshwater Bayou is going to be in the same 
category. I would like to wind up by calling the committee’s attention 
to something that I am quite sure they know, and that is according 
to the last report from the U.S. Department of Commerce, there were 
4,298 babies born in the United States and that number is increas- 
ing every year. 

n our opinion, the industrial progress and economic growth must 
keep pace with the population. 

The people around Abbeville have been working on this channel and 
have the assistance of the department of public works of the State of 
Louisiana for over 10 years. 

We believe it is urgently needed and in fact, the people I have con- 
tacted feel it is needed right now and we know it will take several 
years under the best of conditions to obtain it. 


a request that Congress approve the construction without further 
elay. 
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I thank you gentlemen, and if I may, I would like to file this state- 
ment. 


Senator Kerr. Very well. 
(The statement of Rene A. Stiegler follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RENE A. STIEGLER, REPRESENTING ABBEVILLE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, ABBEVILLE, La. 


My name is Rene A. Stiegler, 1319 Broadway, New Orleans. I am a transpor- 
tation consultant and represent the Abbeville, La., Chamber of Commerce.  Ab- 
beville is one of the local interests involved in the proposed project. 

First, [I should qualify myself to speak on this important subject. I have been 
engaged in the transportation business in Louisiana for 50 years and I have 
held just about every position from a clerk on the riverfront to manager of a 
steamship line, as well as the operating head for the Port Commission of New 
Orleans. Some 8 years of ny career has been in railroad transportation and 
42 years was directly connected with water transportation problems. I have 
made various types of transportation surveys in the last 25 years. 

Karly in the year 1957, 1 made a study of the Freshwater Bayou project. I 
personally contacted a very large number of the prospective users and I filed 
the result of my study with the U.S. Engineers. At that time, we calcuiated the 
economic benefits at about $414 million per year. 

We fully support the report and recommendations of the U.S. Engineers, al- 
though some of their estimates are lower than ours. I will touch on the princi- 
pal differences, and I should add that their report is an excellent piece of work 
and to whatever extent there is any difference of opinion between us, nothing 
that we say here should be construed as any criticism of their ability or sincerity. 
We have a very great respect for the Corps of Engineers. We would call their 
report ultraconservative. 

The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is parallel to the Gulf of Mexico and in 
the vast stretch of 144 miles from Atchafalaya River to the Calecasieu River, 
there is no suitable connection with the gulf. Thus, there has been considerable 
development of the offshore industry at each end of the 144 miles of the GIW 
und but little in the center. The people I represent are located approximately 
in that center. 

I had an active interest in the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway since it was first 
started. Over 30 vears ago, when a survey was made for the GIW, the tonnage 
estimate was 5 million tons. According to U.S. Engineers figures, after elimi- 
nation of all duplications, the GIW, in the year 1957, handled over 48 million 
tons of freight. 

Thus, there is this important manmade waterway handling 48 million tons 
per year, running parallel to the gulf, with no access between the two for a 
distance of 144 miles. This means that an industry in Abbeville that wanted 
to serve a location offshore in the gulf just south of Abbeville, would have to 
zo all the way to the Caleasieu River along the GIW and then backtrack to 
the location in the gulf. 

The distance by water from Abbeville to a point say 10 miles out in the gulf 
south of Abbeville, via the proposed route, is about 52 miles. To the same 
point via the GIW and the Caleasieu River, the distance is 192 miles, making a 
difference of 140 miles. 

At the time of the 1957 U.S. Engineers hearing, the maximum depth for 
offshore drilling was 120 feet of water. We understand that an offshore plat- 
form is now being constructed for operation in 220 feet of water. It is about 
30 miles from the 120-foot contour line to the 220-foot contour line in the gulf. 
This opens up thousands of square miles of new territory for oil and gas pro- 
duction that could not, under any circumstances, have been drilled previously. 

The offshore operation is still in its infaney and in the last 3 years, tech- 
nical knowledge has advanced to the extent that the entire offshore operating 
area has been pushed out over 30 miles farther into the gulf. With the in- 
creased knowledge that comes with additional experience, it would seem rea- 
sonable to expect that even before the Freshwater Bayou project can be com- 
pleted, operations may well be conducted in about 300 feet of water and 
thereby further increasing the territory of offshore operations to about 40 
miles further out than it was in 1957. 

It is fully realized that when you go a long distance out into the gulf, that 
the advantages in distance of all routes tend to equalize themselves, but on the 
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other hand, as the scope of operations is increased in magnitude, then there is 
more need for suitable locations for shore bases with adequate channels. 

We are dealing with a young and fast-growing industry that will need all 
the facilities that can be made available. 

A few weeks ago, I again contacted a number of prospective users and the 
consensus of opinion is that the proposed channel is urgently needed right 
now. As time goes on, the need will continue to increase. 

The menhaden industry is the largest fishing industry in the United States. 
In tonnage, it is twice as large as the salmon industry, which is second. Our 
investigation developed that the gulf area south of Freshwater Bayou is an 
excellent menhaden-producing territory that is not fully utilized. One operator 
informed me that he felt it could support two plants with a total capacity of 
66,000 tons of fish per year into the factories. To this should be added the 
outbound water movement from the plant. All the menhaden plants must be 
on navigable water on account of the fishing boats. Therefore, their out- 
bound products can also move out by barge to consuming points, thereby 
utilizing water movement on all of the inbound fish as well as the probability 
of using water movement on a substantial portion of their outbound tonnage. 

The fish meal from some of the menhaden plants on the gulf now moves out 
by barge. The minimum weight by barge is 600 to 700 tons. That is the 
smallest quantity they can ship at one time, and shipments now move from 
other ports in the gulf in full bargeload lots. The foregoing should forcefully 
illustrate the magnitude of the menhaden industry. 

The menhaden around Freshwater Bayou could well be characterized as an 
economic waste, because there is no menhaden plant close by. Only one plant 
at Freshwater Bayou could produce an economic benefit of close to a million 
and a half dollars per year. 

For some inexplicable reason, we do not find in the report any figures on 
the economic savings of pipelines in the gulf offshore area. According to a 
survey made by the United States Steel Corp., they expected a usage of 100,000 
tons of pipe per year in the offshore area for pipelines. Every ton of offshore 
pipeline steel needs about 2 tons of concrete to hold it down. This means a 
total of 300,000 tons per year. The latest geologicn. survey shows that the 
Freshwater Bayou area offshore produces a consider.avle amount of gas. The 
only way such gas can be utilized is with pipelines. 

We previously estimated that pipeline tonnage should amount to 53,295 tons 
in the Freshwater Bayou area with economic benefits amounting to about 
$53,295 per year. In the past 3 years, it has been found that the production of gas 
in the Freshwater Bayou offshore area was greater than first anticipated. 
Therefore, the savings on gas pipelines should likewise be greater than the first 
estimate. 

Through some oversight, neither our previous estimate nor the figures of the 
Engineers include savings on the maintenance of the offshore pipelines. It is 
difficult to arrive at any exact figures, but we do know that damage is caused 
by storms and that age and deterioration take its toll on the pipelines and that 
as the lines become older, the maintenance costs increase. 

Assuming that there is a saving of $53,295 per year via the Freshwater Bayou 
route on the installation of the lines, the maintenance savings should be about 
10 percent of the foregoing figure, or, say, $5,329.50 per vear. 

The foregoing should show that the report of the U.S. Engineers is very con- 
servative and that the anticipated public benefits are even greater than their 
estimates. 

In March 1957, when I made my first study, I pointed out how a vessel in the 
gulf south of Abbeville would have to run to Cameron for shelter in the event 
of a hurricane. That was the only place they could go. Only a few months 
later, Hurricane Audrey came along and offshore men and equipment did run 
to the only available place, Cameron; and, unfortunately, that was the place 
where the hurricane hit the hardest, taking a toll of lives and property. I have 
lived through three kingsized hurricanes, and, in my opinion, if the Freshwater 
Bayou project had been in existence in 1957, that project could have saved some 
lives. This feature was recognized in the Pngineers report and they evaluated 
the monetary value as a harbor of refuge at $13,000 per year. We consider that 
somewhat low, but we point out the fact that the U.S. Engineers concede that 
the value of human life cannot be expressed in monetary terms. We believe 
Congress should recognize that this project, in addition to the cold dollar 
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evaluation, also has an incalculable value in the safeguarding of the lives of 
those who work in the gulf. 

Just about every year, there are either hurricanes or severe storms in the 
guif that require the offshore crews and vessels to run for shelter and the 
proposed project is a partial solution for that problem. 

The report of the Corps of Engineers can well be compared to a traffic count 
on a gravel highway that is to be paved. It is a known fact that after a gravel 
highway is paved, there is a tremendous increase in traffic and we believe that 
when established, this project will create new traffic not immediately perceptible, 
such as its greater desirability for locations of new industries connected with 
offshore operations. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce estimates that for the fiscal year ending 
July 1, 1959, there were 4,298,000 babies born in the United States. This is 
about 2 million more than the year 1933 and is increasing every year. The babies 
born in 1940 are now having babies of their own and, in my opinion, this means 
that we must anticipate the needs of a fast-growing population and the indus- 
trial development that this population will need to survive. The economic 
progress must keep pace with the increase in population. 


CONCLUSION 


Over 10 years ago, some of the far-sighted people of Abbeville foresaw the 
need for the proposed channel, and they enlisted the aid of the Department of 
Public Works of Louisiana. Today, the need for the channel is urgent and is 
economically justified. Congress is respectfully requested to approve the con- 
struction without further delay. 

Mr. Wiis. Mr. Chairman, I see that Bob Shortle of the Mis- 
sissippi Valley Association of St. Louis is here. 

I hope you will permit him to say something to the committee 
for just about 3 minutes. 

Senator Kerr. I am going to save him from more than a few 
minutes because I want to talk to him. 

Mr. Wuuts. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. One of the first things that I know that history 
tells us about Louisiana is the visitation there of people associated 
with Evangeline. 

Mr. Wituts. That is my home town. 

Senator Kerr. And as I understand, they came from the north- 
eastern part of our country and maybe a little beyond the north- 
eastern corner of our country. 

We have here the Congressman from Massachusetts and I would 
be glad to have him come before the committee, Congressman Ed 
Boland from Massachusetts. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
first of all want to express my appreciation to the committee for 
permitting me to appear for a brief moment. 

I am delighted to follow Ed Willis anytime, but it is like some- 
body following Mickey Mantle or Babe Ruth at the bat. 

I don’t come here with the number of people and I don’t have 
with me the numbers of people that Louisiana has, but be that as 
it may, we are just as concerned with water resources as they are. 

I am pleased with the fact that this area also comes before our 
Public Works Appropriations of the House, of which I am a 
member and we are also impressed by the persuasiveness of their 
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arguments and also by the appearance of the gentlemen who came 
there. 

I come here, Mr. Chairman, as a result of the Senate committee 
resolution of 1955 calling for a review on the specific river basins, 
including the Connecticut River Basin, the Connecticut River being 
the largest river in New England and the Chicopee River being one 
of the largest tributaries of the Connecticut. 

It does concern three flood control projects, all of them have 
been approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
and all that we now await is the final report to the Congress by 
the Chief of Engineers. 

I ask this committee to include in the rivers and harbors omni- 
bus bill, three projects for flood control on the Chicopee, the Conant 
Brook and Dam Reservoir for a total of $2,060,000. 

The Chicopee local protection, totaling $1,860,000 and the Three 
Rivers local protection project totals $1,260,000. 

All of them have a favorable cost-benefit ratio, the first two 1.14 
and the other, 1.3. 

Mr. Chairman, I might tell you and the members of this commit- 
tee that we are now awaiting the final report from the State agency. 

We only have one agency with which we are concerned in the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts and that report will come and is about 
to come in from the director of water resources for the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. 

When we get that report it will be accompanied by the final report 
from the Secretary of the Interior, and I am sure the Chief of Engi- 
neers will send his final report to the Congress, and since time is of 
the essence in all flood-control projects, I request that the Senate put 
this in the House bill that is now pending approval on this side. 

That is all Ihave, Mr.Chairman. I appreciate again the opportun- 
ity of coming in and presenting my views and the views of the people 
of my area. 

Senator Kerr. We have a report here from the Corps of Engineers 
evidencing the need and the favorable cost-to-benefit ratio. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to place in the record at this time a 
statement by Governor Furcolo, of Massachusetts, a statement on the 
projects in that State. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF His Excetitency, Gov. Foster Furcoto, COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS, TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS, SENATOR DENNIS 
CHAVEZ, CHAIRMAN 


I wish to be recorded in behalf of amendments to H.R. 7634, the omnibus bill 
for flood control projects. I respectfully urge favorable action by your honor- 
able committee of the plan recommended by the Corps of Engineers for flood 
protection in the Chicopee River Basin in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

The recommended plan provides for the construction of the proposed Conant 
Brook Flood Control Reservoir in the town of Monson, the construction of local 
flood protection works at Chicopee Falls in the city of Chicopee, and the construc- 
on of local protection works in the village of Three Rivers in the town of 

almer. 

The city of Chicopee and the towns of Monson and Palmer have suffered great 
damages from a succession of floods. These floods have resulted not only in high 
property damage, but also caused extended periods of unemployment and reduc- 
tion in industrial activities in the areas. 
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I would also like to recommend the approval by your committee of the flood 
control plan for the West Branch of the Farmington River as recommended by 
the Corps of Wngineers insofar as this plan pertains to Massachusetts. The 
plan recommends the construction of a flood control dam at Colebrook in the 
State of Connecticut which will result in the creation of a flood control reservoir 
which will extend into the State of Massachusetts. While the flood control bene- 
fits will be entirely enjoyed by the State of Connecticut, the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts endorses the project knowing of the need for this reservoir to pro- 
tect the towns in the Farmington River Valley. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Shortle, I had two things in mind when Mr. 
Willis said you were here and would give us a few words. No. 1, he 
said you would address yourself to the Freshwater Bayou project and 
that is fine. 

Now, No. 2, he said you would use just 2 minutes. We want you to 
know you are not limited to 2 minutes nor to the subject matter of the 
Freshwater Bayou. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. SHORTLE, DIVISION MANAGER, 
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Suorrie. It is always a pleasure to be with you here or your 
own State of Oklahoma where I feel like I am a native there just as 
in Louisiana. 

I appear before you as division manager of the Mississippi Valley 
Association. 

I have a very short statement that I will file for the record in the 
interest of brevity. 

I would just like to say that the valley association unanimously 
adopted this Freshwater Bayou project at its 41st annual convention 
in St. Louis last February and urged that it be authorized at the 
earliest practicable date. 

I don't believe it is necessary in the interest of time to go further 
than to say that this membership organization of some 30-odd States 
is completely in accord with the local interests and we certainly seek 
your favorable consideration of this project so that construction can 
go forward at the earliest practicable date. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Shortle. We are happy 
to have heard you. 

(The prepared statement. of Robert L. Shortle is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ropert I.. SHORTLE, DIVISION MANAGER, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSO- 
CIATION, NEW ORLEANS, La. 


My name is Robert L. Shortle, division manager for the lower Mississippi 
division of the Mississippi Valley Association. 

The 41st annual convention of the Mississippi Valley Association was com- 
pleted last February in St. Louis, Mo., with delegates attending from more than 
30 States. These delegates unanimously adopted the following resolution : 


FRESHWATER BAYOU NAVIGATION CHANNEL 


“In view of the expected favorable report to be submitted by the Corps of 
Engineers, we urge early congressional authorization and appropriation of plan- 
ning funds for a navigation channel from the gulf Intracoastal Waterway to the 
Gulf of Mexico in the vicinity of Freshwater Bayou.” 

This resolution was adopted upon the showing that this project was meritori- 
ous and vitally needed. Located as it is about midway between the Atchafalaya 
and Calcasieu Rivers, its value as a haven of refuge is in itself sufficient, to our 
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way of thinking, to justify its construction particularly in view of the consider- 
able and expanding development of the offshore oil and gas exploration and 
production. 

Since a favorable report on this project has been rendered by the Corps of 
Pngineers, we respectfully request that your committee approve the needed au- 
thorization so that the project will be in line for construction at the earliest 
practicable date. 

Senator Kerr. Now I see that Mr. Roy Mathias is here from Shreve- 
port, La. 


STATEMENT OF ROY MATHIAS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF 
THE RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, SHREVEPORT, LA. 


Mr. Marnias. Mr. Chairman, I only want to add to Senator Long’s 
remarks that we are very anxious and hope that the committee will 
see fit to approve the East Point levee which is very vital to those 
people in that area. 

Senator Kerr. Now let's see, which one is that ? 

Mr. Marutas. East Point, La., the East Point levee project. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, we have it. 

Mr. Marutas. Then we concur and endorse Senator Long’s request 
that the monetary authorization of bank stabilization on the Red 
River be increased by $5 million. 

This is brought about by the fact that we are currently under way 
in a review study of bank stabilization and navigation in the river. 

We anticipate that study would take about 4 years and during the 
interim, the $10 million authorized in 1946 will run out and of course, 
we are anxious to keep the work progressing and going forward. 

We ask your earnest consideration of those two items. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Mathias. 

Now Senator Stennis referred to some gentleman and said I believe 
that Mr. Carpenter would speak for them. 


STATEMENTS OF N. L. CARPENTER, PRESIDENT; LAWRENCE 
BARRY, PORT DIRECTOR, NATCHEZ-ADAMS COUNTY PORT COM- 
MISSION; AND ARLIE WARREN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Carpenter. Mr, Chairman, our case was very ably presented 
by Senator Stennis. 

We have a written statement which we would like to file at this 
time, 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF NATCHEZ-ADAMS COUNTY PoRT COMMISSIONERS, ON 
NATCHEZ HARBOR PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members, we wish to review the background and the work 
accomplished to date by the local interest and all of the facts that justify in- 
cluding the Natchez Harbor port project in the public works omnibus bill. 

Natchez was established as one of the first communities on the Mississippi 
River. It has taken part in the inland water transportation of that great river 
system since that time. The volume of river traffic enjoyed by Natchez has 
been affected by the loading and unloading facilities that are needed, and suit- 
able riverfront areas for industrial locations. The increasing development of 
river transportation on the continuously improved Mississippi River system 





686 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


includes the development of public and private river terminals. From the flat- 
boats of the 18th century, to and including the packet river boats, all that was 
needed was a simple landing to move river cargo. Today, the modern high- 
powered towboats and large tows have changed the pattern of river transporta- 
tion. To be a part of this transportation, a community needs a suitable area for 
industries to locate adjacent to modern docks, equipped with mechanical han- 
dling facilities. Natchez is entirely dependent upon the establishment of such 
a port area so as to fit into the inland water transportation scheme that is so 
efficiently serving the thousands of miles of improved river channels and flood 
protected communities located on these channels. Maj. Gen. Walter K. Wilson, 
of the office of the Chief of Engineers, has recently stated, “The improvements 
which the Corps of Engineers has made to our water resources in the Mississippi 
Valley and elsewhere are contributing greatly to the expanding national econ- 
omy.” He further commented, “We are a growing Nation and one which is 
in the process of changing from an agricultural to a predominantly urban-in- 
dustrial economy. This evolution is accompanied by increasing needs for more 
and better transportation, protection from flooding, assured water supplies, and 
adequate electric power.” On the Mississippi River system alone, the spectac- 
ular rate of increase in cargo movement has resulted in what is estimated will 
be 135 billion ton-miles for 1960, which is 15 times the 9 billion ton-miles carried 
in 1930. To extend the benefits of the improvements that have made possible 
this efficient and valuable inland water transportation result, Natchez and other 
river ports must have riverfront areas adjacent to terminal docks that will in 
fact make them a part of the entire Mississippi River system. Such other river 
ports as Memphis, Greenville, Vicksburg, and Baton Rouge are not only receiv- 
ing local benefits from the costs of Federal projects that have been authorized 
to create their port sites and industrial areas, but will on their part contribute 
to the increase of inland water transportation using the improved river system. 
The dependable channels that make the current traffic volume possible is the 
result of flood control and navigation projects of the Federal Government. The 
flood control projects are estimated to currently prevent damages of approxi- 
mately $600 million a year. 

Of these several places mentioned above where landside facilities have been 
created by Federal funds, Memphis is the most advanced and is a very clear 
demonstration of the value of such policy. The improvement of the Mississippi 
River Memphis Harbor, under the original authorization of over $17 million, 
is now well along as a model of what can be done. This Memphis project in- 
cludes the filling of an industrial and terminal area above the flood level by 
using the material from dredging the auxiliary navigation channel. It also in- 
eludes a ring levee built in the conventional manner and without the use of 
material from channel dredging. This levee incloses three sides of a flood plane 
with 11 miles of levee embankment to establish an industrial area alongside 
the channel. 

At Natchez, we have proceeded with the construction of our port project with 
the conviction that the levee that was requested to be built with Federal funds 
would be authorized. With local funds in the amount of $233,670, we have 
completed the levee that extends from the bluff line along the downstream 
border of the area to the river, and then along the river boundary for a distance 
of about 1,200 feet toward the upstream boundary of the port property where it 
joins the bluff line. This portion of the levee that we have completed is 
equivalent to the standard project structure. The top of this embankment 
earries the highway and the railroad which has been constructed and is now 
completed at a cost of $125,018. The remaining portion of the levee that must 
be built to protect the port area is now much less than the original proposal. 
Without this portion of the levee, the entire area is subject to overflow. The 
report of the district engineer of the Corps of Engineers refers to the site that 
we have selected, and upon which we have now expended and are contracted for 
a total local cost of $983,938, as the “Only suitable area near Natchez where such 
construction together with appurtenant works to realize benefits from water 
transportation can be accomplished without undue cost. It was decided that, 
in view of the favorable condition of the Mississippi River in this area, the river 
itself could be successfully used as a harbor and that the appurtenant port and 
harbor areas, adjacent to the site and free from flooding, could be provided by 
construction of a levee and pumping station.” 

We present to you this restatement of our firm belief that the Natchez Harbor 
project justifies the expenditure of Federal funds as requested, because the im- 
provements will extend and increase the benefits from the flood control and 
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navigation expenditures that have been made for the entire Mississippi River 
system. It will also provide one of the important historically established Mis- 
gissippi River communities with a much needed and presently absent river 
port area that will actually put the community back on the river. The request 
does not differ from the well-established principle of port development through 
the use of Federal funds in that it is exactly the same as part of the improve- 
ment of the Memphis Harbor work authorized for Federal funds, and it is sim- 
jlar in principle to authorization for other river community port development. 

In that the local interest have proceeded to use their own funds for a portion 
of the original request for a levee, the justification for the remaining portion 
is very greatly strengthened. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Natchez-Adams County Harbor is nearing completion, and where- 
as there is an urgent need for levee and revetment to protect the planned 300- 
acre industrial park purchased by the Adams County Port Commission adjacent 
to and adjoining this Mississippi River harbor, and 

Whereas this commission has expended $1 million for the land, wharf, high- 
level embankment, and railroad to the port, none of which involves the Federal 
assistance ; and 

Whereas this project has received widespread recognition from industrial 
concerns seeking riverfront locations and will make available badly needed 
to and adjoining this Mississippi River harbor; and 

Whereas this levee and revetment project has received favorable recommen- 
dation from the Mississippi River Commission and the District Engineer of the 
Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District : Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of the Rivers and Harbors Association 
of Mississippi unanimously urges the Mississippi congressional delegation to 
actively support the Natchez-Adams County Port Commission in their efforts 
to obtain Federal financial assistance to complete the levee and revetment con- 
struction so necessary to the success of this highly commendable endeavor, 
constructed to enhance the value of the Natchez area as an industrial location, 
to provide better and less expensive transportation to the business and industry 
already located there, and to further the economic development of all south- 
west Mississippi. 

Dated this 8th day of April 1960. 

Mr. Carpenter. As director of rivers and harbors in Mississippi, 
I would like to file a resolution on behalf of this project, originated 
by the rivers and harbors association. 

As president of the Adams County Port Commission and president 
of the association of commerce, I would like to make a few comments 
on the Natchez Port project. 

For the sake of brevity, I would like the committee to refer to the 
report by the district engineers in March of 1957. 

Senator Coorer. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Cooper. Whom do you represent and where is your home? 

Mr. Carrenrer. I am Lesley Carpenter, president of the Acams 
County Port Commission and I am here on behalf of the Natchez 
Port. project. 

Senator Coorer. Do you live in Natchez? 

Mr. Carrenter. Yes; my home is in Natchez. 

Senator Cooper. Thank you. 

Mr. Carrenter. This project was reported on by the district engi- 
neers in March of 1957 and at that time they reviewed the economic 
and historical background in their report. 

Natchez at one time, was one of the principal ports on the Missis- 
sippi River and depended on water transportation for its existence. 


44845—60—pt. 3——-33 
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In fact, Natchez served as a part of the system of the Mississippi 
Valley until 1937 when the wharfs were destroyed by high water and 
the people in the community since then have been endeavoring to re- 
place those with modern dock facilities. 

tr work culminating in the report of the district engineers of 1957 
was actually started approximately 5 years before with the unoflicial 
faci ince of General Feringa. 

In that report, the report of the district engineers, gives a cost-bene- 
fit ratio of 3.95 which was reduced from a substantially higher one. 

I believe this figure is conservative because Vicksburg, immediately 
to our north, has approximately the same population and the same 

rate of industrial growth and their project was found to be econom- 
ically justified on an expenditure by the Government of a little better 
than $3 million on a project of slightly smaller size. 

Now as soon as we were notified of the district engineer’s report we 
started work on port development. 

Senator Kerr. Of what? 

Mr. Carrenter. On port development and also complying with 
their request on local participation. 

We had already purchased 315 acres of land along the riverbank 
there for the purpose of a port and we were instrumental in having 
the State authorize a maximum expenditure of $1 million in local 
funds for port projects. 

We also set up an authorized port commission and held a bond 
election and issued $1 million in bonds, backed by the full faith and 
cre‘lit of the county. 

Mr. President, while the community would normally be entitled to 
very little sympathy for proceeding with a project on the assumption 
that help would later be given by the Federal Government, in our 
‘ase (Natchez) more than a year and a half elapsed before the favor- 
able report by the Mississippi River Commission and the district engi- 
neer before the Chief of Engineers reviewed it and gave a dissenting 
opinion. 

Now all of the reports in regard to the Natchez project were favor- 
able except for the fact that “the district engineer’s report. felt that 
they were complying with practices on a tr aditional basis, whereas the 
Chief of Engineers - felt that it might be setting a precedent, regard- 
less of the fact that the port project at Vicksburg and Greenville and 
Memphis had already been approved. However, there seems to be no 
disagreement as to the merits of the project. 

We have already spent or committed to spend at this time $983,000 
of the $1 million authorized: 

The port will actually be in operation this year. However, we do 
need very badly the assistance to prevent flood damage and protection 
from floods. 

Part of the work authorized in the original report for the district 
engineers has already been completed with local funds, but we do not 
have enough funds to complete the entire project. 

We would like this committee to consider the project and try to 
arrive at a compromise on the proper amount of Federal funds to be 
allocated against local funds. 

As I say, we have about exhausted our funds authorized by the State 
legislature. 

I have with me Mr. Arlie Warren. 
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Senator Coorrer. As I understand, there is no public port at Natchez 
at present ¢ 

Mr. Carpenter. That is true. 

Senator Coorer. The city itself has spent nearly $1 million ? 

Mr. CARPENTER. County, yes. 

Senator Coorrer. To provide a public port. 

Mr. Carrenter. Yes. 

Senator Coorrer. This project will provide a pumping plant and 
floodgate to protect the port 4 

Mr. Carpenter. Yes, sir; the first part of the levee has been on the 
southern side and has been completed by us along with the rail lines 
and the road embankment and also an industrial fill which we have 
built with local funds from which the wharf is under construction at 
the present time. 

There still remains one part of the levee to be completed on the side 
of the area paralleling the river. 

Senator Coorrer. As it stands now, your expeditures and all you have 
done are in danger unless this is approved ¢ 

Mr. Carrentrer. I would say that this is true, that if we were to have 
a high water at the present stage of development that it could very 
seriously i impair the work alre: ady done. 

With the completion of the levee, we will have protected approxi- 
mately 212 acres which can be used for port expansion and industry 
development which would contribute to the success of the port. 

We are dependent to some extent on the port operation, of course, 
for repayment of the bonds that have already been issued. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Carpenter. 

Mr. Carrenter. Mr. Chairman, I would like now to introduce Mr. 
Arlie Warren, president of the Adams County Board of Supervisors. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Warren, glad to have you. 

Mr. Carrenter. And Mr. Lawrence Barry, who is our port director. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Barry, very glad to have you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Barry. 

Do these gentlemen have statements ¢ 

Mr. Warren. Mr. Chairman, my name is Arlie Warren, president 
of the Adams County Board of Supervisors, which is the govern- 
ing agency which incorporates the city of Natchez, and I would like 
tomake a very brief statement to the committee. 

First, I appreciate your indulgence and the opportunity to make 
this statement. 

I represent the local people there who have made a very dedicated 
effort on behalf of themselves to arrive at the construction and erec- 
tion of the = in our home community there. 

As Mr. Carpenter pointed out to the members of the committee, 
we originated the idea in the State legislature, and our delegation in 
the Mississippi State Legislature was successful in passing a gen- 
eral act. in 1954 to allow the cities on the Mississippi River to use 
tax funds in the development of their ports. 

In the passage of the act, it was felt that in order to protect your 
citizenship against extravagant bond issues that the bond issue au- 
thorized by that. act be limited to $1 million, 

We enlisted the services of, and advice of, the Corps of Engineers 
in our area in helping us to select a site upon which to put our 


port. 
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The city of Natchez itself is built on a large bluff as most of you 
gentlemen probably are aware. The port facility, having to be put 
on the river, that city was selected and the one that could be obtained 
was below project flood level. So it necessitated that in the develop- 
ment, and construction of the port, after we purchased this half sec- 
tion of land, it would be necessary to use a revetment levee on both 
the north side and on the south side of the area to protect the land 
itself proper from overflow. 

We have completed, as Mr. Carpenter tells you here, that 3,200 
feet of this levee which would serve as a railroad spur and also as a 
highway out to the port facility proper. 

On the north side of the port leading back into the area, a con- 
ventional levee would connect with the bluff to seal the river off dur- 
ing normal high water stages. 

There is an area about 6,000 feet long that we are requesting your 
committee to consider appropriations to use, as has been stated in the 
record, around $350,000, which is the amount estimated to construct 
the levee and include in the area a pumping station to relieve the area 
of surface water, 

As I say, we have exhausted our local effort and we feel like we are 
making of your committee a very fair request. We certainly hope 
that you will look on it with favorable consideration. We appreciate 
the opportunity of being here today with you and thank you for your 
indulgence. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Warren. 

Anything further, Mr. Carpenter ? 

Mr. Barry. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, perhaps my reason to 
take part in this and to impose myself on you is a considerable num- 
ber of years of work that I have had on the river, something over 
30 years and all in terminal work and I have had the opportunity 
to observe the changing pattern of river traffic. 

Natchez can no longer, neither can Vicksburg or Baton Rouge, take 
part in the tremendous improvement of the Mississippi River system 
and contribute their share to this improvement without having termi- 
nal facilities and industrial areas adjacent or around them that will 
allow industry to locate, to either connect themselves to the river 
through the public open wharves that are available to them, or estab- 
lish their own wharves, and this area we are asking to be protected 
from flooding is the area in which we must locate the industry to ac- 
tually effect the usefulness of the river as far as it concerns Natchez. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Barry. 


STATEMENT OF ARNOLD MORRISON, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
ROCHESTER, MONROE COUNTY, N.Y., PORT AUTHORITY 


Mr. Morrison. I wish to apologize for not having a prepared state- 
ment, but I am pinch hitting for our chairman who was to be here 
and could not be here because of the illness of his wife. I believe, 
however, you do have statements from our distinguished Senators. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir, we have them. 

Mr. Morrison. I am sure they share in common with me, the en- 
thusiasm we have for the port of Rochester. 
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Like most of the gentlemen that have appeared here today, we 
come with empty pockets but we do have one point in our favor and 
that is we feel that we can be of help to this committee as regards 
the seaway project which was opened last year and it may seem strange 
that as we come asking for money, I can say that we can help the sea- 
way project. 

But we feel that we can because the port of Rochester is a going con- 
cern. We have a strategic location since we are east of the Welland 
Canal. 

We have sound basic facilities and we have a program which Mr. 
Carr, our port director, will mention very briefly. 

We have already modernized our present facilities. We have com- 
pleted dockside berths with a 20-foot depth and at present are able 
to comfortably berth four ships. 

We have modernized transit sheds which we renovated last year 
and this year we have renovated our entire dockside. 

Now at present, we are able to handle traffic that is coming into 
the port of Rochester but we feel it would be remiss on our part as 
the Port Authority, to sit on our hands and not improve the facilities. 
Unfortunately, we have no money. 

Now the common criticism of the lake ports, after the Seaway 
opened, was that they were not ready for the increased traffic brought 
about by the Seaway. 

We tried to be ready but there are certain things we need and that 
is in common with most of the ports in the Great Lakes and that is 
an adequate turning basin which isa part of this project. 

Last year, we tripled our tonnage and we feel this year we can do 
the same and the very increase in business that we have brought into 
the port of Rochester was one of the reasons that this report of the 
Army Engineers was delayed because they had to revise their figures 
and increase their benefit-to-cost ratio of which Mr. Carr will speak. 

I would now like to thank you gentlemen for the privilege of being 
here and introduce our port director, Mr. William Carr. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. CARR, PORT DIRECTOR, 
ROCHESTER, N.Y. 


Mr. Carr. My name is William A. Carr, port director of the Ro- 
chester-Monroe Port Authority. 

I want to comment on two or three things. One, we think it is 
not only a modest undertaking, it is fairly easy to accomplish. 

One point I would like to stress, the Corps of Engineers, in their 
interim report, have estimated the potential annual saving on news- 
print and general cargo as a result of these proposed improvements 
at $49,000, but from our actual experience, after the close of navi- 
gation last year, actual contact with the users of our facilities, the 
saving last year alone amounted to nearly $75,000. I mention that 
merely to show how rapidly the picture can change. 

One other thing which we think is very important is the matter 
of coal. That is one of the big things in the report. I think it 
would give a tremendous boost to the coal industry, the movement 
of coal from the Pennsylvania and West Virginia fields into Canada. 
I think the coal industry, certainly you will agree, is one industry 
that can stand every boost it can get. 
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As a result of our operations last year, coupled with our prospects 
for this year, we are presently engaged in drawing up specifications 
for two new warehouses, general cargo warehouses and a bonded ware- 
house. 

We are also dealing with two industrial prospects. We are not 
relying on de svelopment of cargo for existing industry, but working 
very hard for industrial expansion as well as port expansion. 

We are dealing with one firm for construction of a 40,000-square- 
foot building for. processing and storage of products on our property, 
and a 1,000-barrel liquid storage. 

We have had a very comprehensive survey prepared for a modern 
bulk terminal and all of these developments are awaiting action of 
your committee before we can attract the necessary capital to under- 
take them. 

We feel that the port is growing a lot faster than anyone anticipated, 
even our professional port consultant. He has admitted his original 
estimates on Rochester were much too conservative. The cost-benefit 
ratio, as you know, is roughly 21% to 1. 

We think it is that, coupled with the relative cost of the project, that 
justifies us in urging your favorable consideration and if I may I 
would like to leave with your committee one, or as many copies as you 
might like of our annual report which has just been prepared and 
which summarizes the activities and the operations of the authority. 
Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have a copy for the record, to be 
filed. 

Mr. Carr. Thank you, sir. 

(The document referred to will be found in the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

Senator Kerr. A statement by Robert L. Shortle on the Natchez 
Harbor will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Rosert L. Suorrie, BEFORE THE SURCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL, 
RIVERS AND HARBORS, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS, U.S. SENATE, APRIL 27, 
1960 


My name is Robert L. Shortle. I am division manager of the Lower Missis- 
sippi Valley Division of the Mississippi Valley Association. 

The Mississippi Valley Association respectfully requests your favorable con- 
sideration and prompt authorization of the Natchez Harbor project on the basis 
that it will further augment the transportation network in the Mississippi Valley 
area and provide for a more reasonable cost in the exchange of commerce be- 
tween this point and other points on the Mississippi River and Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway Systems. 

This project has received the approval of the district engineer and the presi- 
dent of the Mississippi River Commission. However, after an early and informal 
approval by the Chief of Engineers, he then administratedly determined that 
the project should not enjoy Federal participation. This determination is diffi- 
cult to understand in view of other similar projects that have been approved 
and constructed on the Mississippi River system. 

The total cost of this proposed project is $1,330,000, with only $350,000 of 
that amount being requested of the Federal Government. Accordingly, we urge 
that this Natchez Harbor project be authorized for construction in the amount 
of $350,000. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Carr. 
I want the reporter to put into the record a statement by Congress- 
man at Large Frank Kowalski; a letter from Congressman F: ascell; 
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Mr. Herlong; Paul Rogers; and James Haley at their appropriate 
places. 

We have also letters from Senator Robertson, together with a state- 
ment by Congressman Pat Jennings of the Ninth District. 

There are also some letters from Margaret Chase Smith of Maine 
to be placed in the record at the appropriate place and a letter from 
Congressman James C. Oliver to be placed in the record at the 
appropriate place. 

The letters and statements referred to are as follow :) 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building; Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Senate Public Works Committee has recently held 
hearings on a proposed dredging project for York Harbor, Maine, to determine 
whether it would be included in the forthcoming rivers and harbors omnibus bill. 

I wish to record my complete support of this measure which affects the con- 
gressional district I represent, and urge the Senate Public Works Committee to 
include this project in the forthcoming rivers and harbors bill. 

Thanking you for any courtesies you may render in this regard, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES ©. OLIVER, 
Member of Congress. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: H.R. 7634 includes under navigation Southwest Harbor, 
Maine. I am pleased with the action of the House on this proposed project 
and I hope very much your committee and the Senate will keep this item in the 
bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARGARET CHASE Smita, U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: H.R. 7634 includes under navigation Wells Harbor, 
Maine. I am pleased with the action of the House on this proposed project and 
I hope very much your committee and the Senate will keep this item in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
MarGaArRetT CuHase Siti, U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 
Hon. DenNnIsS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: H.R. 7634 includes under navigation South Bristol Har- 
bor, Maine. I am pleased with the action of the House on this proposed project 
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and I hope very much your committee and the Senate will keep this item in the 
bill. 
Sincerely yours, z 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuarnMANn: H.R. 7634 includes under navigation Stonington Harbor, 
Maine. I am pleased with the action of the House on this proposed project and 
I hope very much your committee and the Senate will keep this item in the bill. 

: Sincerely yours, i 
MARGARET CHASE Smitru, U.S. Senator. q 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 


April 21, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I shall very much appreciate your committee giving 
serious consideration to amending H.R. 7634 to include the Pepperell Cove, 
Maine, project to provide for a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide and 5 acres 
of anchorage 6 feet deep. 

Because of the great increase in small boat traffic anchorage area in a pro- 
tected area is vitally needed. There is also serious need for adequate depths. 

This improvement would be of real help to the economy of this area and 
especially to the commercial fishermen and general public boating. 

With appreciation. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAarGArReET CHASE SMITH, 
US. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 


Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHARMAN: I shall very much appreciate your committee giving 
serious consideration to amending H.R. 7634 to include the Eastport Harbor, 
Maine, project to provide a breakwater 500 feet long and an anchorage basin of 
1.4 acres with depths of 10 to 14 feet. 

This improvement is needed to overcome difficulties of navigation in Eastport 
Harbor which are brought about by extreme tides, strong tidal currents, and 
winds and storms from the northeast, east and southeast. Commercial fisher- 
men would be greatly benefited by this improvement. 

With appreciation. 

Sincerely yours, 


Tas ASTI 


SERN TEs APP 


MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
U.S. Senator. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 21, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, | 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. ; 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I shall very much appreciate your committee giving 
serious consideration to amending H.R. 7634 to include the York Harbor, Maine, 
project to provide for an anchorage basin north of Bragdons Island 8 feet deep, 
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and about 5.2 acres in area and an anchorage basin south of Bragdons Island 8 
feet deep, and about 5.6 acres in area. 

All of the available mooring space is located in the main harbor where strong 
tidal currents make moorings hazardous, especially when the moorings are 
located too closely, and the improvements requested would greatly aid the 
economy and convenience of this small community. 

With appreciation. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
U.S. Senator. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovuseE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: As you know, the coastal areas of the northeastern sec- 
tion of our country have suffered recurring flood damage from the vicious and 
intense northeast storms prevalent during the winter months. The State of 
Maine was especially hard hit by a severe storm of December 29, 1959, which 
caused property damage estimated by the Corps of Engineers of approximately 
$800,000; the bulk of which was caused by flooding from abnormally high 
tides. 

Accordingly, I respectfully request your committee to include survey authoriza- 
tion in the omnibus river and harbor and flood control bill, on which the Senate 
Public Works Committee will hold hearings next month, for the following coastal 
areas in Maine, which suffered severe flood damage, aggravated by intense and 
unusual storms: 


1. Ogunquit 7. Saco 

2. York 8. Old Orchard 

3. Wells 9. Cape Elizabeth 
4. Kennebunk 10. Portland 

5. Kennebunkport 11. Phippsburg 


6. Biddeford 


I enclose pertinent information on the damage to the above listed localities 
taken from “Résumé Report on the Storm of 29 December 1959,” prepared by 
the New England Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The photo of the 
Ogunquit damage was taken from the Ogunquit Information Bureau bulletin. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES C. OLIVER, 
Member of Congress. 


StorM DAMAGE IN MAINE 


40. General.—Most of the damage occurred in resort areas south of Portland 
and in the city of Portland. Little damage occurred north of this city. The 
hardest hit areas were Kennebunk, Kennebunkport, Biddeford, Saco, and Port- 
land. Flooding was the major cause of damage. Losses of bulkheads and 
erosion to the resort beaches occurred. 

A detailed description of the damages from Ogunquit Beach north and prelimi- 
nary estimates for losses are included in the following paragraphs. See the 
accompanying map for locations where damages occurred, numbered in accord- 
ance with number of paragraph containing description of damage. 

41. York, Maine.—Flooding of low-lying roads occurred depositing small 
amounts of sand, gravel, and debris. No apparent losses to the beach occurred. 
Investigation of the beach including the Short Sands areas found it in good 
condition. 

Damages are estimated at $5,000. 

42. Wells, Maine.—Minor flooding of shore roads left small deposits of sand, 
gravel, and debris on the highway. Private property lost a small amount of fill 
behind seawalls but walls remained in place. Shore front property had small 
deposits of sand on lawns but no homes suffered any apparent damage. 

43. Kennebunk, Maine——Considerable damage occurred here by flooding of 
shore front homes and lawns, destruction to a 61-foot length of rubble sea wall, 
one-half mile of sidewalk and 300 feet of timber bulkhead with some loss of fill. 
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Up to 2 feet of sand, gravel, and debris was deposited on some low-lying shore 
roads. 


Damages are estimated at $50,000. 

44. Kennebunkport, Maine——The town suffered considerable cellar flooding to 
about 60 homes with water on the first floor of a hardware store and three other 
business establishments. No town walls were lost but the Goose Rock area had 
considerable damage to seawalls with some summer homes subjected to flooding 
and sand deposits on lawns. This beach had some erosion. 

Damages are estimated at $50,000. 

45. Biddeford, Maine.—No appreciable flooding occurred within the commercial 
area of the town but shore front property at Hill’s Beach was flooded with 15 
to 20 houses badly damaged by undermining and loss of porches. 
were washed away. Several hundred feet of bulkheads went out. 
able amount of erosion occurred. 

Damages are estimated at $250,000. 

46. Saco, Maine-—Camp Fllis, Ferry Beach, and Biddeford Pool received the 
most damage. General flooding and undermining of shore front homes occurred 
and, several houses were destroyed. A short front road at Ferry Beach was 
eroded back several feet and several hundred feet of bulkhead was lost. 
preciable beach erosion occurred. 

Damages are estimated at $100,000. 

47. Old Orchard, Maine.—Received no major damage from this storm. Some 
flooding occurred to a few amusement stands at Old Orchard Beach and low- 
lying roads were inundated and had small deposits of sand and gravel deposited. 
Bay View road to Higgins Beach was washed out and closed to traffic. 
are estimated at $25,000. 

48. Cape Elizabeth, Maine.—Wave action deposited small amounts of sand, 
gravel, and debris on low-lying roads. No major flooding within the area. 
Damages are estimated at $5,000. 

49. Portland, Maine—Up to 8 or 4 feet of flooding occurred in the Portland 
pier area with basement flooding in the commercial waterfront areas. In some 
cases water was on the street floors. Many sewers backed up causing damage 
to heating units and supplies. The passenger ferry ramp at Great Diamond 
Island was torn away by the heavy seas. Damages are estimated at $200,000. 

50. Phippsburg, Maine——The main damage was to the Coast Guard dock at 
Kennebec mouth, Water was over the dock; electric power on pier was deluged 
and inoperative. Damages are estimated at $5,000. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


July 24, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR DENNIS: On July 16th the House approved H.R. 7634 which included 
an item for the survey of Sturgeon Creek, Middlesex, County, Va. Naturally, 


I hope that the Sturgeon Creek item will be among those that are approved by 
the Senate Committee. 


With kind personal regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 


A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 


August 5, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR DENNIS: I am writing to express my interest in an item in H.R. 7634 to 
authorize the construction of a small flood protection reservoir on the North Fork 
of Pound River, one mile above the town of Pound in Wise County, Va. This 
item was included in H.R. 7634 as it was approved by the House and I hope 
very much that your committee will coneur in that action. 
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I am enclosing eopy of the testimony of Representative Jennings of the Ninth 
District of Virginia in behalf of the project and also invite your attention to 
what the House Committee said at page 47 of its report on H.R. 76384. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
e f A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 


Statement of Congressman W. Pat Jennings, Ninth District, Virginia, to the 
Flood Control Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee, in support 
of H.R. 106, a bill to authorize construction of a flood control dam on the North 
Fork of Pound River near the town of Pound, Wise County, Va. 

This statement is submitted to you in support of legislation I have proposed 
to authorize construction of a flood control project on the North Fork of Pound 
River near the town of Pound, Wise County, Va. 

It is my hope that you can favorably recommend this project to the House 
Public Works Committee and ask that it be included in the omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill that is to be considered. 

H.R. 106 was introduced on January 7, 1959, in anticipation of a favorable 
report from the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, on the proposed 
North Fork of Pound Flood Control Reservoir. Unfortunately, the report has 
not yet been transmitted to Congress although it is near completion and should 
be received within the next day or so. It is now under review in the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Therefore, I ask that you recommend this project to the full committee for 
inclusion in the omnibus bill. 

The Corps of Engineers has completed its investigation of flood control needs 
in the Big Sandy River Basin in Virginia, Kentucky, and West Virginia. The 
report of the Engineers contains the results of this investigation and survey, 
and includes a recommendation for the construction of the North Fork of 
Pound River project. 

I have contacted the Bureau of the Budget and have received assurances that 
its review of the report will be expedited so that the Corps of Engineers, 
through the Secretary of the Army, can submit the final document to Congress. 

The District Engineer of the Corps’ Huntington District recommended the 
North Fork facility as a modification of the existing flood protection plan in the 
Big Sandy Basin. The Division Engineer of the Ohio River Division concurs in 
the recommendations of the District Engineer. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in approving the recom- 
mendations for this new reservoir included the following statement in its 
summary of the action taken in the Big Sandy Basin flood control investigation : 

“The Board recommends modification of the general comprehensive plan for 
flood control and other purposes in the Ohio River Basin, to include North Fork 
Dam, about 95 feet high, with a reservoir having a total capacity of about 
11,300 acre-feet, on the North Fork of Pound River, Va., a tributary of the 
Levisa Fork; generally in accordance with the plans of the District Engineer 
and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $3,681,000 for 
construction and $20,000 annually for maintenance and operation in addition 
to that now required.” 

The estimated benefit-to-cost ratio of this project is 1.6 to 1. 

As I have stated, the various comments on this report are generally favorable ; 
two of the other projects in the present flood protection plan are now in the 
planning state—the Pound River Reservoir in Dickenson County, Va., and the 
Fishtrap Reservoir in the adjoining Kentucky county. 

The North Fork of Pound River Dam and Reservoir would protect the town 
of Pound and downstream areas. Actually, it would be located approximately 
one mile above this town and would give the flood relief that has been needed 
for many years. I have in my files, and the Corps of Engineers has also compiled 
a similar record, the history of floods in the town of Pound. I will mention 
only one of these floods, that of 1957. 

According to the Engineers’ estimates, damage at Pound in 1957 was over 
$1 million. The average annual flood damages at Pound are estimated at 
$159,000. The residents of Pound and those downstream in the basin, live in 
daily fear of another flood similar to that of 1957. This proposed project would 
protect the town of Pound and be of great help in bringing relief to other towns 
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and communities along the Pound, Russell Fork, Levisa Fork, Big Sandy, and 
even the Ohio Rivers. 

It is literally a matter of life and death, of existence in fear of floods or with 
some degree of security, for the people concerned with this proposed project. 
I urgently bring it to your attention and ask that you recommend its inclusion 
in the omnibus bill that is to be considered. , 

May 27, 1959. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 26, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.O. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: The undersigned members of the Florida delegation in 
the U.S. House of Representatives respectfully request that the $1 million addi- 
tional authorization for the central and southern Florida flood control project 
carried in H.R. 7634 be increased to $33 million. 

The reason for this requested increase is to insure that authorization will keep 
pace with appropriations and the present and anticipated progress of construc- 
tion. Total authorization remaining through fiscal year 1960 will be $26,108,000. 
Additional authorization contained in H.R. 7634 will swell this total to 
$27,108,000. Appropriations anticipated for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 amount to 
$26 million, leaving a remaining authorization of $1,108,000 to begin fiscal year 
1963. Assuming that there is no omnibus river and harbor bill in 1962, construc- 
tion will probably have to be suspended as in 1958 when appropriations and 
progress of construction outran authorization. Increasing the authorization 
contained in H.R. 7634 would allow appropriations for fiscal years 1963 and 1964 
in amounts commensurate with the predicted appropriation for fiscal year 1962, 
which could be $16 million. 

In view of the above, we ask that the committee give favorable consideration 
to increasing the authorization for the central and southern Florida flood control 
project to $33 million. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DANTE B. FAsce.t, Fourth District. 
A. 8. Hertonae, Jr., Fifth District. 
Paut G. Rocers, Sixth District. 
James A. Hatey, Seventh District. 


STATEMENT OF DANTE B. FASCELL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, FouRTIT DISTRICT, 
Frioripa, BerorE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE ON H.R. 7634, OMNIBUS 
PuBLic WorKS AUTHORIZATION BILL, APRIL 26, 1960 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I appreciate very much the 
opportunity you have extended me to voice my support of the omnibus public 
works authorization bill which you have under hearing today. This measure 
will provide the congressional authorization necessary to the construction, re- 
pair, and preservation of civil works projects which are of immeasurable benefit 
to the development and economic growth of our great Nation. 

Among the projects proposed, analyzed, and approved in this bill is one pro- 
viding for Federal participation in the construction of a harbor at Miami, Fla. 
A brief review of the history and condition of the existing port facility at Miami, 
will attest to the merit of the authorization contained in this bill. 

The present port at Miami was built in 1912 and was designed to accommodate 
the small population in the area at that time, as well as the size and design of the 
ships constructed in those early years. The present 45-year-old port is now 
obsolete and totally inadequate and inefficient for handling the tremendous cargo 
and passenger traffic emerging from the port of Miami. The population of this 
area has reached the 1 million mark, which is about one-third of the entire popu- 
lation of the State; 85 percent of the traffic at the port serves the immediate 
area, the two counties to the north accounting for the remainder. With the size 
and design of present-day ships, the use of the channel leading to the present 
port is restricted to one-way passage and to daylight movements because of in- 
sufficient depth, width, and navigation aids. The piers and bulkheads are in a 
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deplorable condition, evidenced by a collapse of the bulkheads in 1954 which cost 
the city $300,000 to replace. The apron along the pier ranges from 10 to 33 feet 
in width, as compared to the 50-foot apron now usually provided for present-day 
ships. 

The Corps of Engineers project included in this bill contemplates widening 
the ship channel to 400 feet, enlarging the existing turning basin 300 feet along 
the south and northeasterly sides, and providing an irregular turning basin along 
the north side of Fisher Island about 39 acres in extent and 30 feet deep. Soil 
dredged from the existing ship channel will be deposited on the low and un- 
developed Dodge Island which the city will develop for dry-cargo facilities. 
Tanker terminal facilities will be constructed on nearby Fisher Island. 

The estimated Federal cost for this project is $3,818,000 in addition to which 
local interests will contribute $2,116,000. The project has a sound benefit-cust 
ratio of 2.08. 

The House Committee on Public Works during the course of its hearings and 
extensive executive consideration of this project, gave thorough, conscientious 
consideration to the views of some individual property owners in the area of 
the proposed port. The great majority of the people of my district, their local 
governmental officials, civic and business groups in the Greater Miami area and 
both of the leading newspapers in Miami are gratified that this committee, recog- 
nizing the obvious urgent need for action and the reasonableness of this proposed 
project, completed its study of the matter by including Miami Harbor among its 
many other fine recommendations for congressional authorization. 

Upon passage of this bill, the city of Miami can effectively proceed with its 
construction and financing program so that this long-awaited improvement can 
be undertaken. 

Another project included in this bill which is of great importance and interest 
to the people of my district is that which authorizes Federal participation in 
the beach-erosion construction already undertaken by the city of Key West, the 
plans for which have been under review by the Corps of Engineers. 

Key West, Fla., is a first-rate tourist area and approximately 200,000 tourists 
visit the island annually. It is alse the site of one of the prime installations of 
the U.S. Navy. Reliable estimates from the Commerce Department and other 
sources indicate a continued and dynamic growth for this area over and above 
the 82,000 permanent civilian and 23,000 Navy personnel population. The exist- 
ing limited county beach on the eastern side of the island is inadequate for the 
present permanent population. It is a natural beach which has been eroded 
through the years and is ideal for inclusion in the Federal beach-erosion program 
now in progress. The engineers proposed project consists of artificial placement 
of a protective and recreational beach about 4 miles long and 100 feet wide. The 
estimated total cost of the project is $693,600, of which one-third, or $231,200, is 
the Federal contribution. Periodic nourishment is estimated to cost $35,300, of 
which the Federal share will be $11,800. 

Restoration of this beach in the southernmost city in the United States will 
provide important recreational and shore-protection measures which are now 
lacking. 

A third item of interest to residents of south Florida is the improvement to 
Baker’s Haulover Inlet, which the committee has thoughtfully included in the 
bill under consideration today. Baker’s Haulover Inlet is a cut which connects 
Biscayne Bay with the Atlantic. The entire existing improvement was under- 
taken by local interests. The proposed Corps of Engineers project will allow 
for reconstruction of the jetties, protection of both sides of the inlet seaward of 
the 500-foot section, provision of a marked channel, 11 feet deep and 200 feet 
wide in the ocean entrance, and then a channel 8 feet deep and 100 feet wide to 
the Intracoastal Waterway, a Federal project. It also calls for a marine basin 
8 feet deep and 200 feet wide. The benefit-cost ratio on this project is 3:2, the 
total cost being $480,000, 50 percent of which is to be contributed by local in- 
terests. The annual charges on this project total $29,000 as compared to the 
annual benefits of $94,000. 

Completion of this project will greatly increase the usefulness of this popular 
inlet in south Florida, and at the same time add to its navigational safety for 
the small boat traffic in the area. 

A final item included in this bill, which will be covered by a separate statement 
by Congressmen Rogers, Haley, Herlong, and me, is an increase from $1 million 
to $33 million in basic authorization for the flood control program in Florida. 
This increase reflects what the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Dis- 
trict, a unit created by the Florida Legislature to plan and program flood control 
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measures in conjunction with the Army Corps of Engineers, feels are amounts 
necessary to permit orderly and sound progress and budgeting for this program 
which is so vital in controlling the vast water resources of our State. 

I thank the committee once again for their courtesy in thoroughly considering 
this deserving legislation and for this opportunity to discuss with you the projects 
in my district which are included in the bill. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN AT LARGE FRANK KOWALSKI, DEMOCRAT, OF 
CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman, as the Congressman at large representing the people of Con- 
necticut, I want to thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today in 
support of H.R. 7634. My main purpose is to emphasize the interest that our 
whole State has in the control of floods in the industrially important Naugatuck 
River Valley. This area, as you know, has suffered severe devastation from flood- 
ing waters in the recent past and needs the assistance of your committee and 
Congress to protect itself against future disasters. Specifically, I urge you to 
report favorably on the recommendations of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for the construction of dry dams below the Thomaston Dam on four tributary 
streams; Hop Brook, Hancock Brook, Northfield Brook, and Branch Brook. 

In addition to my concern for this area as a Congressman, I have had a long- 
standing interest as an Army officer in the Naugatuck Valley. In the early 
1930’s I devoted considerable time as a young ordnance officer studying the poten- 
tial of this industrial complex for war. For several generations on to the present 
time, Naugatuck Valley has played an important role in defense industrial plan- 
ning. Here we have one of the leading nonferrous metal industries in the coun- 
try. Here, too, are concentrated the vitally important tool and machine industry, 
rubber, chemical, and electronic manufacturers and the highly skilled fabricated 
metals plants. Established initially along the Naugatuck River for the power it 
developed today these industries are at the mercy of its uncontrolled waters. 
Aside from the human and economic values involved, the funds requested in this 
legislation for the construction of the four dry dams mentioned above will prove 
to be a sound investment for national defense. 

Most significantly in addition to the importance of Naugatuck Valley to Con- 
necticut and to our national defense, there are well over 160,000 people living 
in small towns strung along this unpredictable river. These people, as our citi- 
zens in other sections of this country, turn to Congress for financial assistance in 
order to protect themselves against potential damage from the flooding waters 
which are sure to come in the future as they have in the past. 

T earnestly urge you to give our program in the Naugatuck Valley a favorable 
report. 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorRKs, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., April 6, 1960. 





Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CuaAvez: In connection with your consideration of the omnibus 
river and horbor and flood control bill, H.R. 7634, which it is understood will 
be taken up by your committee in the near future, I would like to advise you 
that the House Committee on Public Works today approved the project for Little 
Pass, Clearwater Bay, Fla., which has been favorably reported upon by the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 293, 86th Congress, approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget, and is now before your committee. This project is one which is 
also covered by H.R. 9453, introduced by Mr. Cramer. 

In view of the fact that this committee considered the project last year, but 
did not include it in H.R. 7634 because it had not been cleared by all the agencies, 
it is thought that it would be of help to you to know that the project, which would 
be eligible for inclusion in H.R. 7634, has been approved by this committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works. 


Perry 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


February 26, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR: I am advised that the Flood Control Act of 1960, H.R. 
7634, proposes an additional authorization for the central and southern Florida 
flood-control project of $1 million. It is my understanding that this amount was 
based upon estimated needs for authorizations as they existed in 1959 when the 
bill originated in the House of Representatives, and it was contemplated that 
this bill would be enacted last year. 

The Corps of Engineers tells me that the additional $1 million authorization is 
to carry the program through 1962 and that it is considered that an additional 
authorization will be needed at the end of fiscal 1962. The central and southern 
Florida Flood Control] District tells me that it believes it will be necessary to have 
an additional authorization of $33 million in lieu of the $1 million now in the 
bill to enable the program to be used through fiscal 1964. They have reminded me 
that in 1958 it was necessary to suspend construction because appropriations and 
the progress of construction outran authorizations and that they are fearful that 
this unfortunate circumstance will recur during the next few years if authoriza- 
tions are not enacted to give ample leeway between authorizations on the one 
hand and appropriations and progress of construction on the other. I hope that 
when witnesses from the Corps of Engineers are before the committee, the chair- 
man will be good enough to ask them whether a greater authorization increase 
than the $1 million increase now in the bill would not be justified to provide 
leeway. 

As you know, the additional authorizations for this project have heretofore 
been approved in an overall comprehensive act enacted a number of years ago. 

With kindest regards, I remain, 

Yours faithfully, 


SpessarD L. HOLLAND. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FroripA FLoop ConTROL DISTRICT, 
West Palm Beach, Fla., January 29, 1969, 
Re: Authorization for the central and southern Florida project 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control of the Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Kerr: With the convening of the 2d session of the 86th Con- 
gress we are reminded that Public Works Authorization bill initiated in the Ist 
session was held over by the Senate. In that bill (authorizing the construc- 
tion, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors for 
navigation, flood control, and for other purposes-—H.R. 76384, 86th Congress, Ist 
session) the sum of $1 million was included for the central and southern Florida 
project which presumably was an estimate of the project’s authorization re- 
quirements for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 when added to the authorization al- 
ready on the books. 

Another fiscal year will have passed before final action is taken on the bill 
by the Congress; hence it would seem appropriate to make provision to further 
increase the authorization so that the project may proceed without threat of 
interruption. 

Your efforts will be appreciated in this respect. This is particularly significant 
since the President’s budget included an item of $10 million for the project for 
fiscal year 1961 which, if appropriated by the Congress, would leave us only with 
approximately $16 million in unused authorization. We are extremely hopeful 
that both the Executive and the Congress will continue to recognize the worth 
and need of this project by increased financial support since next year we 
hope to begin the very costly improvements in the Caloosahatchee River and 
around Lake Okeechobee while continuing to give much-needed relief to other 
project areas. 

In your consideration of H.R. 7634 during this session it will be appre- 
ciated if you will take this matter into account. 

Sincerely, 


G. E. Darn, Jr., Executive Director. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
January 10, 1969. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Flood Control, River and Harbor Subcommittee, 
Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: I strongly urge that your subcommittee include language 
in the pending omnibus river and harbor bill to authorize and direct the Sec- 
retary of Defense to cause a preliminary examination and survey to be made 
to determine the feasibility of developing a navigable channel across the Santa 
Rosa Peninsula to connect East Bay with Santa Rosa Sound, Fla. 

With kind regards, I remain, 

Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HoLianp. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
January 9, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Senate Public 
Works Committee, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: I have attached hereto a copy of a resolution of the Florida 
State Chamber of Commerce unanimously adopted at its 43d annual meeting 
and business conference in Tampa on November 17, urging that the dike con- 
structed around Lake Okeechobee, “initiated during the administration of Gov. 
Doyle E. Carlton, of Florida, and completed with the aid of the Honorable 
Herbert Hoover, then President of the United States,’ be named the Herbert 
Hoover Dike. 

Also attached hereto you will find copies of letters of endorsement from the 
Honorable LeRoy Collins, Governor of Florida; the Honorable Richard W. 
Ervin, Attorney General of Florida; the Honorable Ray E. Green, State Comp- 
troller of Florida; the Honorable J. Edwin Larson, State Treasurer of Florida; 
and the Honorable Nathan Mayo, Commissioner of Agriculture of Florida. 

The people in the Lake Okeechobee area of Florida have always been grateful 
to former President Hoover for his farsightedness in having this dike con- 
structed soon after the disastrous floods in 1926 and 1928 which cost 2,500 lives 
in this area. In recent years most of the town and city governments in the 
area have expressed official approval of the effort to name this dike for former 
President Hoover. 

I strongly urge your subcommittee to include language in the pending omni- 
bus river and harbor bill naming this dike as suggested in the attached docu- 
ments. 

With kind regards, I remain, 

Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HoLtianp. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
February 238, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: You will find enclosed a self-explanatory resolution 
adopted by the Florida State Board of Conservation, urging that the flood con- 
trol levee protecting the south shore of Lake Okeechobee be named the Hoover 
Levee. You will note that the resolution is signed by the Governor of Florida 
and his cabinet. 

I have assured the board that I would see that their request was brought to 
the attention of the Senate Public Works Committee for their consideration. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
GerorceE A. Smatuers, U.S. Senator. 


— 
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MINUTES, STATE BOARD OF CONSERVATION 


JANUARY 19, 1960. 


The State board of conservation met in the executive offices with the Governor, 
secretary of state, attorney general, comptroller, treasurer, and superintendent 
of public instruction present. 

The minutes of January 12, 1960, were unanimously approved. 

Oyster Lease No. 609 was granted to Mr. Olan B. Ward for approximately 
118.5 acres, Franklin County. 

The Governor brought to the attention of the board a suggested resolution 
sent in from the Florida State Chamber of Commerce that the levee around the 
south shore of Lake Okeechobee be named for former President Herbert Hoover. 
The Governor advised the board the State chamber of commerce had unanimously 
approved the resolution as fitting to commemorate the zeal and spirit of coopera- 
tion of the Honorable Herbert Hoover as the levee was built during his Presidency 
and with personal approval. The resolution is set forth in full below: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the natural declivities surrounding the Lake Okeechobee region 
of peninsular Florida are such as to encourage inundations ; and 
“Whereas these propensities for flooding have frequently become terrible reali- 
ties since earliest historical times; and 
“Whereas an early realization of the inherent dangers prompted the erection of 
primitive control structures, which in spite of their great need and value, were 
woefully inadequate to guarantee the safe development of the region’s immensely 
rich potential; and 
“Whereas subsequently, a flood of devastating proportions, resulting from the 
hurricane of September, 1928, brought death by drowning and violence to over 
2,000 persons in and near Lake Okeechobee ; and 
“Whereas at the behest of the Honorable Doyle E. Carlton, then Governor of 
the State of Florida, and with his estimabie help and support, the Honorable 
Herbert Hoover, then President of the United States, directed his well-known 
humanitarian energies into forceful efforts for the public safety; and 
“Whereas these efforts resulted in safeguards which exist today in the form 
of great levees which encompass the south shore of Lake Okeechobee; and 
“Whereas it would be fitting to commemorate the zeal and spirit of cooperation 
that effected this bulwark against public calamity: Therefore, be it 
“Resolved, That now and henceforth the flood control levee protecting the 
south shore of Lake Okeechobee be named the Hoover levee; and be it also 
“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Florida Members 
of the U.S. Congress, and such other officials as are concerned with respectful 
request for consideration and action.” 
Passed at the meeting of the State board of conservation in the executive 
offices of the capitol, Tallahassee, Fla., this 19th day of January 1960. 
LeRoy CoL.ins, 
Governor. 
R. A. Gray, 
Secretary of State. 
Ricuarp W. ERVIN, 
Attorney General. 
Ray E. GREEN, 
Comptroller. 
J. Epwin Larson, 
Treasurer. 
Tuos. D. BAILey, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 
The above resolution was unanimously adopted by the State board of 
conservation. 
There being no further business, the board adjourned subject to call by the 
chairman. 
KATHRYN B, Spear, Secretary. 


44845—60—pt. 3——34 
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STATE OF FLoripa, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Tallahassee, December 28, 1959. 
Mr. J. J. PARRISH, Jr., 
President, Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 


Dear J. J.: I have read with great interest a resolution of the Florida State 
Chamber of Commerce requesting that the south shore levee of Lake Okeechobee 
bear the name of the Herbert Hoover Dike as a memorial to our ex-President. 

I am advised that the levee is still under the control of the United States 
of America and the best method to secure this name for it may be by joint 
resolution of the Congress of the United States. 

To support this accomplishment I will submit a similar resolution for con- 
sideration of the Florida State Board of Conservation for the use of Florida’s 
congressional delegation. 

In view of President Herbert Hoover’s interest and endeavor, working with 
our distinguished Governor, Doyle E. Carlton, to construct this vital link for 
the protection of life and property in south Florida, I agree that the action 
taken by the State chamber of commerce at its last meeting is most fitting. 

Sincerely, 
LeRoy Coniins, Governor. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Tallahassee, December 7, 1959. 
Mr. J. J. PARRISH, Jr., 
President, Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

Dear J. J.: I have your letter of December 4th with the attached resolution 
of the Resolutions Committee of the Florida State Chamber of Commerce at its 
43d annual meeting and business conference in Tampa on November 17th. It 
recommends the naming of the dyke around Lake Okeechobee after and in honor 
of ex-President Herbert Hoover. 

This is to advise that I think the suggestion is a very good one and I will 
be glad to support the proposal. Possibly it might require legislative action and 
the concurrence of Federal officials. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes for a merry Christmas and 
happy New Year, I am 

Sincerely, 
RIcHArRD W. Ervin, Attorney General. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER, 
Tallahassee, December 8, 1959. 
Mr. J. J. PARRISH, Jr., 
President, Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Titusville, Fla, 

Dear J. J.: Thank you for your letter of December 4th enclosing resolution 
unanimously adopted by the membership of Florida State Chamber of Commerce 
at their 48d annual meeting and business conference in Tampa on November 
17th. 

Tam very much in favor of your timely resolution and will be glad to assist. 

With kindest personal regards and looking forward to seeing you soon, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Ray E. Green, State Comptroller. 


TREASURER’S OFFTCE, 
_ STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Tallahassee, December 8, 1959. 
Hon. J. J. PARRISH, Jr., 
President, Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 


My Dear Frienp: This will acknowledge, with thanks and appreciation, your 
letter of the 4th instant, enclosing a copy of the resolution adopted at the recent 
meeting of the State chamber of commerce. 
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This suggestion concerning the naming of the dike around Lake Okeechobee 
is certainly most appropriate, and I concur in this action 100 percent. 
With kindest personal regards, I remain, 
Yours sincerely, 
J. Epwin Larson, State Treasurer. 


THE STATE OF FLORIDA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Tallahassee, December 7, 1959. 
Mr. J. J. PARRISH, Jr., 
President, Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, Fla, 

Dear J. J.: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of December 4, en- 
closing a copy of the resolution that was unanimously adopted by the member- 
ship of the Florida State Chamber of Commerce at its 48d annual meeting and 
business conference, at Tampa, November 17, 1959. Lam very glad that you all 
adopted this resolution to name the dikes around Lake Okeechobee for former 
President Herbert Hoover. This certainly meets with my approval. 

In fact, during the session of the legislature of 1953 (I think that was the year), 
I requested that this be done and had a bill drafted for that purpose. I had 
resolutions from practically every public organization around the lake. How- 
ever, unfortunately, Senator John Beachem had died not long before, and the 
representative from Palm Beach County struck out the name “Herbert Hoover” 
and inserted the name of Hon. John Beachem. I do not think this bill passed 
the senate. 

I well remember when President Hoover visited Lake Okeechobee at the invi- 
tation of Gov. Doyle E. Carlton. He saw at once the need for this dike and 
within 90 days, or less, a bill was passed by Congress, authorizing the building 
of the dikes. I was with the group that rode around Lake Okeechobee at that 
time. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
NATHAN Mayo, Commissioner, 


Senator Kerr. We will recess now until 2:30 this afternoon. 
(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2:30 p.m. the same day. ) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Kerr. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

There have been few times in my experience in Congress that I have 
presided at a meeting with as distinguished a group of legislators as 
we have here this afternoon, consisting of our neighbors and friends 
fr om Arkansas. 

Senator McClellan, will you tell the committee what you and your 
colleagues have on your minds, and let us hear from you in such order 
as you see fit. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN L. McCLELLAN, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Senator McCiettan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

We are here in the spirit and for the purpose of trying to be help- 
ful to reach the great objectives that I know this committee desires, 
and particularly ‘the chairman, as we consider and authorize and ap- 
propriate for projects to conserve the great water resources of our 
country. 
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I should like to make a brief statement, first, regarding a project 
on White River in Arkansas. It is known as the project for Village 
Creek, White River, and Mayberry Levee Districts of Arkansas. _ 

Mr. Chairman, when I conclude, I will be followed by my distin- 
guished colleague, Senator Fulbright, and then by Congressman Mills, 
of the Second District of Arkansas, who will, after he has made his 
statement, present witnesses from the local community who desire to 
be heard in support of this project. ; 

Thereafter, after the testimony has been heard on this project, 
Mr. Chairman, I should like to present some testimony in support 
of two other projects that the committee has under consideration. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this committee now has under considera- 
tion a plan for improvement and modification of the existing flood- 
control project for Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry Levee 
Districts, Arkansas. This project is on the left bank of the White 
River. It is comprised of a system of earth-fill levees, together 
with appurtenant drainage structures, extending downstream from a 
point southeast of Newport in Jackson County, Ark., to a point about 
5 miles west of Tupelo in Woodruff County. The existing project 
affords protection from White River floods to about 33,400 acres of 
rich agricultural land. The project was completed in 1939 at a cost 
to the Federal Government of $532,310. Through June 1958 the 
Corps of Engineers states that the project has prevented losses in 
the amount of $5,420,000. 

In the construction of the original project gated culverts were 
provided in the levees. These structures are closed during high 
stages of White River and opened to dispose of accumulated internal 
drainage after the river recedes. 

The current destructive flooding of lands behind the levees is due 
to impoundment of the runoff when the drainage structures are closed. 
This condition has obtained for extended periods of time in recent 
years. The Corps of Engineers’ records indicate that the gates were 
closed continuously for 146 days in 1945; 112 days in 1950; and 146 
days in 1957. The corps estimates that during these three periods 
of time, rainfall on the leveed areas was about 36 inches in 1945; 20 
inches in 1950; and 40 inches in 1957. 

Extensive inundation of lands behind the levees from such tre- 
mendous volumes of impounded runoff is most pronounced, of course, 
when the levee floodgates are closed. 

Some internal flooding occurs, however, when White River is in 
low stages. This is due to the choked condition of the tributaries 
in the area, flat slopes, and general inadequacy of drainage facili- 
ties. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, pursuant to a 
resolution of July 23, 1946, by the House Committee on Flood Con- 
trol, has reviewed the situation, and the Secretary of the Army has 
now transmitted to Congress a favorable report recommending modi- 
fication of the existing project. The plan recommended by the Corps 
of Engineers, plan I, provides for cleaning, clearing, and enlarging 
about 14.7 miles of old channels and constructing 10.6 miles of new 
channels to divert runoff from certain areas through the drainage 
structure in the levee at Taylor Slough. Under this plan flooding 
would still occur adjacent to the Taylor Slough culvert, and a large 
sump storage area of some 2,930 acres would be required. 
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The district engineer had considered two other plans for modifi- 
cation, designated plans II and III in his report on the project. 

These, Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize, these plans would in- 
volve the same channel improvements at plan I, but would also include 
pumping stations of 180,000 gallons per minute in plan IT, and 300,- 
000 gallons per minute in plan IIT. 

Under plan II the sump storage area heretofore referred to could be 
reduced to 1,800 acres. Under plan III, which would utilize larger 

umping facilities, it could be further reduced to only 970 acres. Thus, 
if plan III were adopted, less sump storage area would be required, and 
the additional land drained would be available to be used for agricul- 
tural purposes. 

The estimated Federal cost of construction in plan I is $251,000, and 
the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.88 to 1. 

Plan IT has an estimated Federal construction cost of $985,000, and 
the Corps of Engineers computes the benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.09 to 1. 

The estimated Federal cost of construction in plan IIT is $1,235,000, 
and its benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.04 to 1. 

It appears, therefore, that all three of the plans are economically 
justified. Local interests are ready and willing to meet the require- 
ments of local cooperation for any of the three plans, but they prefer 
plan III. The reason, Mr. Chairman, is obvious because it will get. 
the job done, the full job, get it completed. 

The State of Arkansas has also expressed its preference for plan ITT, 
and J am at this time glad to add my endorsement to plan III, and I 
concur in the local interests’ sincere conviction that the most effective 
and practicable relief from interior flooding lies in the construction 
of pumping stations, together with the proposed channel improve- 
ments. 

I discussed it with local people, Mr. Chairman, and I am convinced 
that the prudent thing to és when we now enter upon a modification 
of this plan and further construction, further improvements, that this 
time we make sure we do the job completely, and thus I recommend 
plan ITT. 

Tam very happy now to yield to my distinguished colleague, Senator 
oe” who has the same interest in this project and program that 

lave. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator McClellan. 

Senator Fulbright ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Senator Futsrieut. Mr. Chairman, I will not reiterate facts, I will 
just say this, that I know this area very well. It is not very far from 
my home. I have been by this particular part of the project many 
times, just down the White River. 

I know these gentlemen. Mr. Pickens, I have known for many 
years; he is one of the leading lawyers of Newport, with an excellent 
training at the University of Arkansas some years ago; and I wish to 
support this project, particularly plan IIT. 

I think the other plans they talked to me about at considerable 
length, I think the other plans, while they would be very useful, they 
will not get the job done. 
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As Senator McClellan has said, and the difference in cost there is 
very little, they will not get the job done. I think it would be much 
more beneficial to the area and will be much more saving of the land, 
and this is some of the richest land in this country, this bottom land 
along the White River, is some of the richest land that I know of. 

So I urge the committee to give its favorable consideration, and 
when they “hear from Mr. Pickens, hear Mr. Pickens’ presentation of 
the facts in more detail, I think they will be impressed by the validity 
of this project. 

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, because I have a committee meeting at 3, 
if I might, while I am here, to save the committee’s time, if 1 might 
just say one word on another project which I know the chairman is 
familiar with because we have dise ussed it before. In fact, it has been 
diseussed at great length i in previous committee meetings. 

That is the project which Congressman Harris will present, the 
navigation project on the Ouachita River. 

For many years now we have been trying to get this channel deep- 
ened to a 9-foot channel. The development ‘of this are: 1, the de- 
velopment of paper plants and of the growth of the area has been very 
satisfactory, but it has been an area which is being held back by the 
fact that they do not have cheap water transportation. All it will in- 
volve is the deepening of this channel and some modification of the 
loc ks. 

I have been on that river many times, as most of us have, because 
it. is a great recreational area, and in addition to being one of ‘the most 
promising industrial area 

The combination of this very large and fine water supply, together 
with natural resources nearby bids fair to be the basis for a very im- 
portant industrial development, and they need this 9-foot channel. 

I think we have been over it, the Engineers have surveyed this at 
length and, of course, I see no reason now why we should delay it. 

As a matter of fact, it would only cost more. Iam confident it will 
be done. It is a question of whether it will be done now or later, and 
I think the costs will be much less now than they will be later, as we 
know the tendency of the costs of this kind of project are to go up 
continuously. 

But I do not know that I can add anything so far as the merits of it 
are concerned that Congressman Harris will not tell you. 

But I particularly hope you will give attention to both these projects 
because they will contribute a great deal to the development of this 
country, and T am sure in the long run will more than repay the 
Government in the increased productivity of this area. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Fulbright. 

Senator McCiettan. Mr. Chairman, our distinguished Congress- 
man from the Second District of Arkansas, and Chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee, certainly needs no introduction. 

This project is in his district, and he is more familiar with it than 
T will ever be, and so T am very happy to have him make any statement 
he desires, and will ask him also to present the local citizens who are 
present and who desire to be heard. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. 

Thank vou, Senator McClellan. We are honored to have Con- 
gressman Mills here. We listen to him with such profound respect 
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in matters of taxation and other legislative provisions that come 
before the Ways and Means Committee of the House, and the Finance 
Committee of the Senate, that we have some concern lest we be able to 
be objective about what he says, feeling the distinct possibility that 
recognizing the great knowledge with which he speaks we will be 
versuaded by the one making the statements even in the absence of 
wing able to understand all of the statements. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILBUR D. MILLIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Mus. Mr. Chairman, I think it is quite evident to my col- 
leagues from Arkansas why you and I always get along so well in a 
conference involving the Ways and Means Committee and the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

Thank you, sir. 

I came primarily to introduce those from the district that IT am 
privileged to represent and to ask your indulgence and consideration 
of their statements. 

I appreciate the fact that my two Senators from Arkansas today 
came to pave the way for us. 

This is a project that I have been interested in for a number of 
years; in fact, long before the old Flood Control Committee of the 
House authorized the study that has developed into this report in 
1946, we were meeting and discussing with people in this area the 
need for some improvement within the area that had for a long time 
been subjected to this interior flooding problem. 

Actually, in my humble judgment, Mr. Chairman, this part of the ~ 
improvement that we are suggesting to the committee today to be 
authorized, should have been included initially in the construction of 
the White River Levee that was completed in 1940. 

Ever since that time we have had this problem of interior flooding 
caused by this runoff and the inability of the runoff to pass from the 
creeks on into the river as it had over the many, many years. 

The report that we are interested in is contained in this House 
Document No. 225, submitted to Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army after budget approval on September 8, 1959, and ordered 
printed as a House document on September 10, 1959. 

Senator Kerr. Let me interrupt you, if I may, Congressman. Is 
your position the same as that of Senator McClellan, in support of 
what he referred to as plan IIT? 

Mr. Miss. My position is identical with his and, if possible, I 
would just like it to be a little stronger than they were, as strong as 
they were. 

I want to emphasize the importance of authorizing this project 
along the lines of plan ITT. 

We cannot solve this problem without pumping stations, and I 
hesitate to suggest to the committee what the Corps of Engineers 
might say in response to a question, but it is my thought that if the 
committee should ask the Corps of Engineers as between plans—the 
two which they thought should be enacted, if either of the two should 
be considered, that the Corps of Engineers would say that it would be 
better to have plan ITI. 


ee ee — P41 
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If there are to be pumping facilities, then the pumping facilities 
contemplated in plan IIT should be installed. aha 

Ninety-seven percent protection against 42 percent protection in 
plan I. Plan I just will not do the job. 

It is my pleasure, Mr. Chairman, because I have said all I had 
intended to say preliminary to the appearance of Mr. Pickens, to in- 
troduce to you the group that came here in behalf of this project. 

We have with us two members of the board of the levee districts, 
and for the record let me introduce those gentlemen. Mr. Bruce 
Holden and Mr. Ralph McDonald, who are in the audience, members 
of the board. 

We have with us also Mr. Sydney Chandler, a registered and licensed 
engineer who lives in Jackson, Miss., but who is also a Jandowner in 
the.area affected by this interior flooding. 

Then we have the attorney from Newport, Ark., referred to by 
Senator Fulbright and Senator McClellan, my good friend and a 
very able lawyer from that area, Fred Pickens, who practices law in 
Newport, and for years practiced with his father. 

Between them, I think they have represented these levee districts 
and most of the people in the area for some 40 years, and if it is agree- 
able to the chairman, I would like to present Mr. Pickens to make the 
argument in behalf of plan ITI. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. Allright, Mr. Pickens. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. PICKENS, ATTORNEY FOR VILLAGE CREEK, 
WHITE RIVER, AND MAYBERRY LEVEE DISTRICTS, JACKSON 
COUNTY, ARK. 


Mr. Pickens. Mr. Chairman, I am honored to be here today. As 
Senator McClellan and Senator Fulbright and Mr. Mills have said, 
together my father and I have represented these districts for more 
than 40 years, and we 

Senator Kerr. Is this a flood control—— 

Mr. Pickens. There are two districts involved. 

Senator Kerr. Is this a flood-control project or unemployment in- 
surance for attorneys now ? Se eemliaat] 

Mr. Pickens. This is strictly flood control, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Pickens. Unemployment for lawyers down there is not very 
— right this minute. 

speak today, Mr. Chairman, for the board of commissioners of 
Village Creek, White River, and Mayberry levee districts who have 
taken unanimous action on this project and who have pledged their 
full support to the statement which I wish to place in this record. 

First, we are most appreciative for the attention and the thoughts 
and the efforts which have gone into 14 years of study in order to 
bring this report to fruition, which you have before you. 

Again, I want to say that we are honored by the courtesy extended 
to us to appear before you today. 

We wish to assure this committee that anything we might say here 
is not to be construed in any manner of our position as criticism, al- 
though we must respectfully and strenuously dissent from the con- 
clusion of the Corps of Engineers. 
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on We recognize, Mr. Chairman, that we cannot, with our limited 

ym in ability, furnish this subcommittee with engineering data that would 

contravene that hitherto compiled by the highly efficient Corps of 

had Engineers, and we readily admit that oftentimes when one lives with 

o in- a problem year in and year out, his perspective, analysis or solution 

may become slightly distorted. Nevertheless, from our knowledge of 

ricts the history of these levee and drainage districts, their original con- 

Sruce struction and purposes, we very keenly feel that we are warranted in 

abers this conclusion: The problems we have had facing us for 20 years are 

a result of an inescapable fact; upon construction of the levee itself 

nsed in 1940, we had turned over to us for operation and maintenance an 

er in incompleted flood-control facility—and that we are entitled to the 

completion of that facility. Thus, gentlemen, I am here today to 

o by strongly urge upon you, not only the inclusion of our project in the 

nd a omnibus bill, but that that project be plan III (as referred to in 

w in H. Doc. No. 225, 86th Cong., Ist sess.) as being the one plan which 

will best afford the benefits and flood relief required in the area under 

ricts consideration. We are concurred in in this opinion (as the record 

yree- reflects) by the Honorable Leonard N. White, engineer, Arkansas 

> the a and Conservation Commission (see p. vil, H. Doc. No. 225, 
supra). 

ot even a brief statement on this subject would be complete 

without some reference to the past. When the survey report on the 

EEK, White River and tributaries of 1933 (H. Doc. No. 102, 73d Cong., 

“SON 1st sess.) was published, it was recognized by the Corps of Engineers 


that there would be a need at a later date for the installation of a 

ing stations for control of interior flooding, even under the condi- 

tions then prevailing. Now, conditions have materially changed. 
As + “ . . ” 
No longer is “the southern end of the districts so undeveloped” as 


o = referred to in House Document No. 102, supra; on the contrary, land 
has been cleared, homes built, families, machinery and equipment 
moved in. No longer do the conditions prevail with reference to the 
floodgates at the south end of the levee districts, as originally con- 

‘dee templated. At the time of the construction of the existing project in 


1940, that is, the levee system with installation of floodgates at the 
lower end of leveed area, never was it contemplated that the flood- 
gates would be closed a great. part of the time—yet, developments and 
construction in the upper White River and its tributaries since then, 


i 

1 
wee coupled with excessive precipitation, have made it necessary to keep 
a al these gates closed a great percentage of the crop-growing season— 
aias | and that is the important part, of the crop-growing season—with dis- 
roa. | astrous results in the form of impoundment of waters on the lands 
| — behind the levee. 

hts Senator Kerr. May I interrupt, Mr. Pickens? 

: to | Mr. Pickens. Yes, sir. 


Senator Kerr. Now, the so-called plan TIT estimated by the 
liad corps—plan I is estimated to cost $617,000, with non-Federal par- 
ticipation of $323,000. 
Mr. Pickens. Yes, sir. 


_ Senator Kerr. Does the House document disclose the total cost and 
Jot non-Federal participation under the so-called plan IT, and then under 


the so-called plan IIT? 
Mr. Pickens. Yes, sir. 


PTIvRPRe ANN TIARPRAPC—_TTANN CaNnTROAT. wy be 
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Under plan II the total cost of plan IT is $1,801,000, of which 
$985,000 is Federal costs 

Senator Kerr. What amount? 

Mr. Pickens. $985,000 total; and $316,000 non-Federal costs. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. And No, IIT? 

Mr. Pickens. Under plan ITI the total cost. is $1,564,000, of which 
*1,235,000 is Federal cost, and $829,000 non-Federal costs. 

Senator Kerr. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Pickens. The major difference, Mr. Chairman, as I am sure 
you have noted, between plan II and plan III is the size of the 
pumping: st: ation. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Pickens. As a matter of fact, long prior to the construction of 
this levee this problem had been recognized, had been reemphasized 
time and time again. 

The record of the hearings held between 1933 and 1940, at which 
both my father and myself attended, will bear this out, that their now 
proposed three plans or any of them, are not new proposals but are 
actually a continuation of the old project, and are necessary for the 
completion of the original project to bring to full realization the 
benefits as originally conceived. 

It is our firm conviction that the extent of damage due to flooding 
by impounded drainage not only fully warrants the construction of 
channel facilities and a pumping station as outlined in plan IIT, but 
that this pli in is absolutely necessary to realize the full benefits of the 
investment in levee protection already provided—and should be so con- 
sidered in that light by this subeommittee. 

If, then, the proposals now before this subcommittee, are properly a 
part of the overall picture for protection, which we contend it is, was 
and always should have been, then we respectfully suggest that com- 
pletion of the project by coupling the original betterments with the 
additional benefits as now calculated will give a most favorable “in- 
crementally sound project basis”—if this is what. is sought for justi- 
fication. Is this farfetched? We think not. What and who benefited 
and will benefit? Before the levee construction we had no such prob- 
lem—true every 4 to 5 years we would have an overflow—but we 
could count on three or four crops out of the five—now, its impossible 
to rely on any crop-growing season. Consider 1957, the period of time 
when the floodgates were closed and waters impounded, and I believe 
Senator McClellan mentioned this figure and, perhaps, Senator Ful- 
bright, we had 146 days from early April, and that is a significant 
thing, from early April to late August: when that was closed. 

Tn 1958—— 

Senator Kerr. That means the lands behind the levees were inun- 
lated 4 

Mr. Pickens. Yes, sir; that is exactly right, during that particular 

-AsONn, during the entire crop se: ison. 

In 1958 we had a smaller number of days, the exact figures are not 
available, but it was the same season involved, in the heart of the 
cropping season. 

As a matter of fact, we, if we had not had a dry year in 1959 that 
farming area would be near bankruptey, and foreclosures would be 
more in order than anything else, and this is in a farming area, if you 
please, that is referred to in the review at page 22, and I quote: 
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“The soils are among the most fertile types in the State and produce 
good yields when properly drained.” 

In other words, the lands which were to benefit, the people who were 
to benefit have not benefited as visualized, and will not, unless plan 
III be authorized. 

We would further call your attention to the report as filed which 
clearly shows that all three plans are economically justifiable “if the 
channel improvements and pumping facilities are considered together 
as an integral plan”—is there any question in anyone’s mind that it is 
such ? Consider, then, the levee, channel improvements and pump- 
ing facilities as an integral plan—how much more economically feas- 
ible would it be. May I elabor ate somewhat further on this “inere- 
mental benefit to cost ratio” problem. We have no quarrel with the 
corps’ mathematical conclusions as they are calculated on pages 43 
and 44 of House Document No, 225, plan I, benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.88 
to 1; plan II, benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.09 to 1; ; plan ILI, benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 1.04 to 1—with this plan to reduce by 97 pere ent the aver age 
annual flood loss in the area. We assume these figures are correct, nor 
would we be in a position to question a single item of their pro vosed 
costs and/or benefits. But, gentlemen, we take i issue with their a rawn 
conclusion and with their premise that the original benefits are not to 
be considered as against the cost. The cost of these levees to the Fed- 
eral Government was, Mr. Chairman, $532,310. That is found at page 
4 of this House document. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, your statement which I have before me 
has a different figure. 

Mr. Pickens. That is a transposition of the figures, Mr. Chairman. 
Tcaught it before we came here. 

Senator Kerr. What should it be? 

Mr. Pickens. $532,310. 

Senator Kerr. All "right. 

Mr. Pickens. And it is found at page 4 of this House document. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. Pickens. We submit to you that totaling overall benefits to 
overall costs (which this committee can do) will produce a benefit-to- 
cost ratio approaching 3.82 to 1, as set out in the hgnodnerel Depart- 
ment’s letter on page 26 of the report. But, you don’t have to justify 

it on this basis alone—it is feasible on the basis of the corps’ figures 
themselves. Nor do I want to fail to mention the other “intangible 
benefits” as opposed to “intangible losses” as referred to in page 26 of 
the report : increased utilization benefits of the land, enhanc ed market 

value of lands, increased income and purchasing power of inhabitants, 

increased revenue to Federal, State and county agencies, more health- 
ful conditions for the inhabitants and livestoc ‘k in the area—all these, 
completely justify, in our judgment, the authorization and construc- 
tion of improvements in plan IIT, and all these are items which can 
never be measured by any magic formula of figures to prove or dis- 
prove a project as being “ ine rementally sound or unsound.” 

Thus, gentlemen, it is our ¢ ‘onsidered opinion now, as it has always 
been, since the problem became acute, that the Corps of Engineers 
created and turned over to these boards, then, in 1940 an incompleted 
flood-control facility—a levee cutting across the creeks and sloughs 
inside the levee which did not. provide interior drainage, unless there 
was also provided a lift station of some nature to dispel the drainage 
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from such creeks and sloughs during high water in the White River 
and from its tributary area above, and during excessive precipitation, 

In conclusion, may I emphasize again that we are not here to criti- 
cize or to appear ungrateful for the cooperation and assistance of 
the Corps of Engineers through these many years, without whom we 
possibly would not have survived. What I have said today — 
ing these people is a statement made in candor based upon the facts 
as we know them. Plan III, with its pumping stations, provides the 
only real solution. Precedent can be found for such action on the part 
of the Federal Government in other areas under similar conditions. 
We think it is even more justifiable in this unique situation. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Pickens. 

Mr. Mus. Mr. Chairman, if the committee would take just a mo- 
ment to hear Mr. Sydney Chandler 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Mr. Mitis (continuing). To whom I referred earlier, who is a reg- 
istered engineer of Jackson, Miss. As an engineer, he would like to 
emphasize the desirability of authorizing plan III. Mr. Chandler. 





STATEMENT OF SYDNEY CHANDLER, ENGINEER, JACKSON, MISS. 


Mr. Cuanpter. Chairman Kerr, gentlemen, I can only concur in 
this fine report that Mr. Pickens has made of the problem. 

I think there is one important thing that I can add that I know 
from my own experience. 

I have been engaged in flood-control work for many years, and I 
know of no instance either in the problems that I have analyzed or 
problems that I have been associated with the analysis of where the 
interior flooding problem was not solved along with the levee problem. 

There is another problem that I think Fred has suggested, that I 
would like to emphasize. Before the levee was built the nature of the 
flooding was from the sweet headwater areas that were limey in na- 
ture, and they replenished the land and were beneficial, so that was 
a benefit in the long run. 

But the waters that now plague the land are from interior flooding 
rainwater which provides no such benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you. Mr. Mills, I think that is sufficient. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Minis. Mr. Chairman, we thank you, sir, for giving us your 
time and attention, and further of your consideration. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Mills. We are glad to 
have you and these gentlemen. 

Senator McClellan ? 

Senator McCietzan. Mr. Chairman, I think that concludes the evi- 
dence to be presented in support of the project on White River. 

Congressman Harris, Congressman from my district in Arkansas, 
is present and desires to testify regarding the project on the Ouachita 
River about which Senator Fulbright testified or to which Senator 
Fulbright referred in his testimony, and I will be glad to have the 
committee now hear Congressman Harris. 

Senator Kerr. We are very glad to hear Congressman Harris. He 
is our neighbor adjoining the southeastern part of our State. I know 
of no instance in which we have not worked together for a common 
objective, and we are glad to have you here, Congressman. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

It is indeed a pleasure to appear before this distinguished commit- 
tee with such a distinguished chairman who has always shown his 
dedication to projects of this kind of much interest to the American 
people. 

I, as Senator McClellan mentioned, am glad to appear here to urge 
this committee to include the modification of the 9-foot channel of the 
Ouachita River in this authorization bill. 

Very briefly, this project was authorized in 1950, authorized as a 
9-foot channel to be constructed on the Ouachita River from the con- 
fluence of the Mississippi, the Red, Black, and then up the Ouachita 
to Camden, Ark., the home of our distinguished senior Senator, Sena- 
tor McClellan. 

However, it was necessary to have a review, a restudy, of the project 
and, as the committee would recall, many of these projects were 
caught behind the so-called police war, or the Korean war, and you 
know what has resulted to projects of this kind since. 

A very elaborate study has been undertaken by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Reports have been made and deliberation, I think, Lepend any 
other project in my experience that I can think of, that has been the 
result of a report that was finally issued by the Corps of Engineers 
recently. 

Now, this report, Mr. Chairman, recommends a modification from 
the authorization of 1950. The modification is of such nature that the 
Corps of Engineers feels that it is necessary to obtain a reauthoriza- 
tion of the project. 

The modification would do away with several of the present locks 
on the river where we now have the 614-foot channel. It would au- 
thorize two brand new locks and dams on the lower part of the river in 
Louisiana, and a modification of two of the present locks at the Ar- 
kansas-Louisiana line, and then one referred to as Calion, which is 
now lock 8 on the Ouachita River. Those two would be modified to 
provide a 9-foot channel authorization. 

The Corps of Engineers has completed its report; the Chief of En- 
gineers has sent the report to the—prepared a report to the Secretary 
of the Army. They have requested a report from the State of Ar- 
kansas, from the State of Louisiana, and from the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

It. is my information that reports from the two States involved have 
been received. At this time I do not believe they have received the 
report from the Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator Kerr. Or from the Department of Commerce, the Federal 
Power Commission, and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Harris. Yes. I am not sure they have asked the Bureau of 
the Budget yet. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is true. 

Mr. Harris. I think the procedure is that you have got to have the 
reports from the States and Federal agencies—— 

Senator Kerr. Before you can get it to the Bureau of the 
Budget 
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Mr. Harris. Before you can get it from the Bureau of the Budget 
you have to get reports from the other departments. 

What I want to urge this committee is to assist in getting these re- 
ports back in time for this project to be included in this program this 
year. 

As Senator Fulbright said, failure to include it in the omnibus bill 
this year for the modification of this authorization would necessarily 
sarry it over, perhaps, another 2 years, and the longer it goes the more 
it is going to cost, and eventually it is going to be authorized and the 
construction undertaken. 

I would like, in my appearance here, to ask this committee for its 
indulgence, for its assistance, in getting the reports referred to here 
in order that we can then ask for a report from the Bureau of the 
Budget, in an effort to get it in this omnibus bill. 

It is all-important to this entire area. The Ouachita River has its 
source in my district in western Arkansas. It traverses the area, the 
upper area, in which Mr. Norrell is the Representative, which Mr. Nor- 
rell represents, and then through the center of my district on into 
Louisiana. 

So I appear here today with all sincerity, and expressing our inter- 
est in this project, and I urge that every effort be made for it to be in- 
cluded with this omnibus measure. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

The committee will address a communication to the various agencies 
setting forth the need for this information, and requesting their co- 
operation to the extent possible in the manner of formulating and for- 
warding their opinion. 

Mr. Harris. Thank you very much. You have a copy of the report, 
I believe, here, do you not ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harris. From the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Kerr. It is in the record. 

Mr. Harris. Thank you very much. 

Senator McCreiian. Mr. Chairman, at this point I wish to sup- 
port the statements made by Congressman Harris, and I ask permis- 
sion of the committee to present for the record at this time a state- 
ment, prepared statement, sent to me by Mr. H. K. Thatcher, execu- 
tive vice president of the Ouachita River Valley Association, with 
headquarters at Camden, Ark. This statement supports the proposed 
9-foot channel on the Ouachita River. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have the statement by Mr. 
Thatcher. 

Senator McCietian. Together with its supporting documents. I 
will not read my statement if it may be printed in the record at this 
point. 

(The letter of Mr. Harris, dated March 7, 1960, together with the 
statement by Mr. Thatcher and attachments, follow :) 

CONGRESS OF THE. UNITED STATES, 
HOvusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D.C., March 7, 1960. 
Hon. Rorert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, U.S. 
Sentte, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am advised that you contemplate hearings on the 
suthorization bill for rivers and harbors for flood control which passed the House 
in the closing days of the last session. 
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I am interested in the navigation project on the Ouachita River which runs 
through my district into Louisiana to the Mississippi River. It is presently a 
6-foot channel. The engineers have been studying the project for some time 
with a view of a 9-foot channel. The engineers filed their report almost a year 
ago and the Rivers and Harbors Board approved it a few days ago. 

Under the procedure, as you are aware, other Federal agencies and State 
officials have some time to enter their comments. We are trying to expedite 
their part. 

The report modifying the present authorization for the 9-foot channel will 
have to be approved by the Congress, thus authorizing the modification of the 
act of 1950 which originally authorized the 9-foot navigation project. We are 
anxious to get this included in the bill before your committee and would there- 
fore appreciate you giving me an opportunity to testify during the closing days 
of your hearings. 

Thanking you very kindly. 

Sincerely yours, 
OrEN Harris, Member of Congress. 


[H.R. 7634, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMENDMENT 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Lone of Louisiana and Mr. ELLENDER to the bil) 
(H.R. 7634) authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and other 
purposes, viz: On page 3, following line 20, insert the following: 

Ouachita and Black Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana: Senate Document 

Numbered —, Eighty-sixth Congress, at an estimated cost of $43,550,000 : 


STATEMENT FOR QUACHITA RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION BEFORE THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorKS 


My name is H. K. Thatcher, executive vice president of the Ouachita River 
Valley Association, with headquarters in Camden, Ark. 

A modern 9-foot navigation channel for the lower 351 miles of the Ouachita- 
Black Rivers, located in Arkansas and Louisiana, was authorized by the Con- 
gress in the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

Korean military obligations delayed action on this project. 

Under a resolution, dated August 10, 1957, from the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, was directed to make a reevalua- 
tion study of the Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project. 

On July 31, 1959, the district engineer of the Vicksburg office issued a review 
report again recommending the construction of a modern 9-foot navigation 
channel in the Ouachita-Black Rivers in order that loaded towboats and barges 
of the size and design needed to take care of the waterborne traffic on the 
Ouachita River could be freely interchanged with the Mississippi River and 
Intracoastal Canal systems. 

On February 16, 1960, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recom- 
mended the adoption of the district engineer’s review report of July 31, 1959. 
and this report is presently being processed by the Chief of Engineers for sub- 
nission to the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, our problem is to prevent any 
further delay on this project and to secure an appropriation of at least $150,000 
for fiscal year 1961 with which to start advance engineering and design work. 
From reading the original authorization of the 9-foot channel in the Ouachita 
River, which gives the district engineer some latitude for changes, we do not 
believe that we need any additional authorization at this time, but if modifica- 
tion or additional authorization is necessary, the Ouachita River Valley Asso- 
ciation urgently requests the committee to hold up final action on the present 
omnibus bill for rivers and harbors which is before you until this project can 
be included. We are working diligently to expedite its progress to you. 

The Ouachita River Basin can no longer afford a second-class navigation sys- 
tem. The review report recommends 400-foot locks for the 9-foot channel in 
the Ouachita River, but also economically justifies 600-foot locks with a benefit 
cost ratio of 1.22 to 1. 
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The present 6%4-foot navigation channel in the Ouachita River with its short 
268-foot locks was obsolete and made the channel second-rate from the day it 
was first authorized in 1902, to say nothing of the day it was completed in 1925. 

A 9-foot channel with 400-foot locks will, of course, be far more serviceable 
than the present system, but will nevertheless be considered by water trans- 
porters to be second-rate and, as such, will not allow our valley to be properly 
developed economically. The people of the Ouachita River Basin have a present 
economy that demands a first-rate navigation system on the Ouachita River, 
and we ask this committee to do whatever it takes to give us this type of a 
channel. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to file for the record a 
copy of a letter mailed to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated 
November 16, 1959, which outlines the Ouachita River Valley Association’s posi- 
tion on the need for 600-foot locks in the Ouachita River. 

I also have copies of several editorials bearing on the same subject which I 
would like to present for the record. 


OUACHITA RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Camden, Ark., November 16, 1959. 
3OARD OF ISNGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Corps of Engincers, U.S. Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Ouachita River Valley Association does not request a hear- 
ing before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on the review report, 
“OQuachita-Black Rivers Navigation” but, on the contrary, urges all possible 
speed in processing this report to the Congress. The original authorization on 
this project was made 9 years ago, and that should be long enough for the 
opponents of navigation to thoroughly study the project. The association does 
Wish to make some comments on the economic necessity for 600-foot locks in 
the Ouachita River. 

lor more than 60 years the Ouachita River Valley Association has been the 
sponsoring agency for improving navigation on the Ouachita River. The associa- 
tion has sought the type of navigation facilities that would permit, at all river 
stages, the interchange of loaded barges and towboats with the Mississippi 
River and Intracoastal Canal systems, 

The review report, “Ouachita-Black Rivers Navigation” of May 15, 1959, 
revised July 31, 1959, meets the association’s objective, provided 600-foot locks 
are built into each of the proposed two new dams and in the remaining two dams, 
now designated as locks and dams Nos. 6 and 8, which are to be raised. 

The present 614-foot navigation channel with its 268-foot locks, which was 
completed in 1924, was obsolete before the ink on the blueprints was dry; 400- 
foot locks in the Ouachita River will be of some relief from the small locks now 
in use, but these 400-foot locks will also be obsolete before they can be built 
because they will not allow the long-range navigation planning to which the 
economic development of the Ouachita River Basin is entitled. 

The Board’s attention is called to the fact that over the Nation the present 
demand is for 12-foot navigation channels on inland waterways with 1,200-foot 
locks. Future traffic demands on the Ouachita River may be so great that a 
deeper channel, a straighter river, and larger locks may be a necessity for com- 
petitive barge shipping. When this happens, even 600-foot locks may be inade- 
quate. Certainly 400-foot locks are inadequate now. 

The best argument for the 600-foot locks over the 400-foot locks in the Ouachita 
River is to be found in the language used by the Corps of Engineers in preparing 
the review report in question. 

On page 15, paragraph 8, under the heading “Plan D,” the report says: 

“This plan (‘D’ with 400-foot locks) has a slightly higher benefit-cost ratio 
than any of the other plans considered (1.35 to 1). It has the practical dis- 
advantage, however, of being too short to permit the reasonably expected average 
tow, consisting of two barges, 195 by 35 feet with towboat, to pass in a single 
lockage.” 

The corps goes on to say that double lockages in these locks are of little or 
no consequence, but this is contrary to what shippers and towboat operators 
have said about it elsewhere in the report. 

*age 15, paragraph 4, has this to say: 

“This plan (‘E’ with 600-foot locks) has the second highest benefit-cost ratio of 
any plan considered. It eliminates the major disadvantage of plan D by pro- 
viding a length of lock that will permit the use and interchange of barges from 
connecting waterways and permit the average tow to pass in one lockage. It is 
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of interest to note that all correspondence received from navigation interests 
and shippers pertaining to the length of locks has strongly urged that not less 
than 600-foot locks be provided. They point out that any new system of locks 
and dams should be designed to provide the maximum efficiency possible in the 
movement of cargo by water, and that the opportunity to develop the full potential 
of the project will be jeopardized if locks less than 600 feet in length are made a 
part.of a modern waterway expected to be in use over the next 50 years.” 

This association is sufficiently well acquainted with Government procedures 
in general, and the Corps of Engineers in particular, to understand that certain 
rules of procedure must be followed in all of their operations, but this association 
eannot understand why the benefit-cost figures, arrived at by using a flexible 
formula, should dictate a final decision to recommend 400-foot locks when the 
body of the report proves the necessity of 600-foot locks to insure the proper 
economic development of the Ouachita River Basin. 

Because one lock plan may initially cost less than another lock plan, there is no 
reason to handicap the future of this navigation project simply to save on the 
first cost of the project, and particularly so when the estimated economic justifi- 
cation of the two lock plans differ by only 0.13. If the Ouachita River in 
Arkansas and Louisiana needs, as the review report indicates, 600-foot locks 
to properly service the anticipated navigation on the river and the 600-foot 
locks are economically justified, then 600-foot locks should be built. 

Attention is called to the last sentence of section 56, page 28, of the review 
report. 

“Local interests state that they would be agreeable to participating in the 
construction of a plan involving shorter locks (less than 600-foot) if such a plan 
were found to be the only one that could be economically justified.” 

This does not mean that local interests approve the 400-foot lock plan, but, to 
the contrary, they want plan EF with its 600-foot locks because it is economically 
justified. (Benefit-cost ratio 1.22 to 1.) 

The soundness of providing 600-foot locks instead of 400-foot locks is clearly 
illustrated by past examples of planning for similar navigation projects through- 
out the United States. It is appreciated that the Corps of Engineers is bound 
by certain fixed formulas that dictate the pattern for economical analysis. How- 
ever, there are available actual statistics which will support the position the 
Ouachita River Valley Association is taking in vigorously prosecuting the demand 
for 600-foot locks. For example, one of the most recently authorized projects, 
the Gulf Outlet Channel, was studied and reported on some 10 years ago. The 
Corps of Engineers, at the time, projected a future tonnage figure for this par- 
ticular area in justification of the project. The statistics for 1957 show that the 
tonnage predicted for this area has already been exceeded and the project has 
just been placed under construction. This is only the most recent example. 
Statistics indicate that this is the general pattern in every one of our inland 
navigable waterway projects. Almost without exception, the Corps of Engineers’ 
estimated tonnages for projects made at the time of their authorization are 
doubled before the life of the completed projects are hardly begun. In many 
instances the projects proved to be inadequate before construction could be com- 
pleted. This is the very shortsighted planning that we are trying to avoid. 

All of the facts before us and the experiences gained in the past clearly indi- 
eate that it would be an inexcusable waste of the taxpayers’ money to build 
a.system that can be very likely outmoded during the construction period, 
let alone during the life of the project. 

When we consider that, at best, construction would start in 1961 or 1962, 
it will be, to the best of our knowledge, at least 1966 or 1967 before navigation 
can have the benefits of the completed project. We believe that the economic 
development of this part of the country in the next 6 or 7 years will far outstrip 
the very conservative shipping figures accepted by the Corps of Engineers 
for the Ouachita River. Particularly will this be so if the 600-foot locks are 
approved and industry can plan for their use in their long-range shipping 
programs. 

We feel very strongly that a decision, which will so vitally affect the economy 
of the valley, should not be made on the low or pessimistic side of the scale, 
but that it, would be far wiser and more beneficial to both Government and 
taxpayers to accept a slightly higher goal of expansion to support the 600-foot 
locks, especially when the benefit-cost ratio indicates that there is little dif- 
ference in estimating a project of this scope. Certainly, 13 of a point could 
very well be within the margin of error in any estimate of this type. 
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The Ouachita River Valley Association has for a number of years made'a 
continuing barge traffic survey of the probable annual tonnage that would be 
available for shipment if a modern 9-foot channel were available in the Ouachita 
River. The current survey, which was completed July 1, 1959, indicates. a 
possible 2,987,000 tons. About one-half of this listed tonnage results from 
recording requests made by shippers for information concerning barge rates 
and services for particular commodities. The remainder of this tonnage was 
listed after conferences with executives of processors, manufacturers, and busi- 
ness interests residing in or doing business in the Ouachita River Valley who 
expect to expand their businesses and utilize river transportation in the future. 

The Corps of Engineers in the review report, page 11, by using a new formula 
which apparently relates barge traffic to value added by manufacture, assumes 
that the volume of traffic on the Ouachita under use of a 9-foot channel would 
only average 935,000 tons annually over the life of the project. It is hard to 
see how this formula can be adjusted to give proper values to the type of raw 
materials that are available for processing and manufacturing in the Ouachita 
River Valley. 

“The Monsanto Chemical Co., Lion Oil Division, before the House and Senate 
Appropriation Committees in the spring of 1959, placed testimony in the records 
to show that that company was ready, willing, and able to place more than 
900,000 tons annually on the Ouachita River whenever a 9-foot channel became 
available. The Commercial Solvents Corp., the International Paper Co., the 
Murphy Corp., the Crossett Co., and others also testified to the fact that they 
would have additional tonnages to be transported on the Ouachita River when 
the proper type of navigation facilities could be made available. 

The association’s list of tonnages is constantly growing. During the month 
of October the Bethlehem Steel Co. asked for barge rates and services on ap- 
proximately 40,000 tons annually of commodities that could properly and eco- 
nomically be transported on the Ouachita River. 

It is difficult to understand how a formula or a method used to determine 
the volume of the future transportation on the Ouachita River could ignore 
and disregard the statements of such responsible industries and come up with 
such a low figure of 935,000 tons annually as an average for the Ouachita River. 

This association, knowing the industries and economics of the Ouachita River 
Basin, places the future average annual volume of tonnages to be transported 
on the Ouachita River, with a modern 9-foot channel and 600-foot locks, at or 
near the 2-million-ton mark. 

It is claimed that the association’s tonnage figures given in its recent eco 
nomic report to the Chief of Engineers are on the optimistic side, but from the 
detailed shipping figures presented by representatives of industries before the 
congressional committee hearings, it is evident that the Corps of Engineers’ 
figure of 935,000 tons annually is far too conservative. The association does 
not have a formula to follow in arriving at future tonnages for the Ouachita 
River, but it only has the considered words of business executives in arriving 
at the 2-million-ton mark; but, even so, the association is willing: to’ go con- 
servative and use a 1,500,000-ton figure as the annual average which will be 
shipped on the Ouachita River when it has a 9-foot channel with 600-foot locks. 
This later figure would coincide with the inevitable increase which has always 
occurred above the Corps of Engineers’ estimate on other similar projects 
throughout the United States. 

Such an increase above the Corps of Engineers’ estimate would add approxi- 
mately $1,700,000 to the annual benefits, and this would quickly absorb the 
$7,420,000 which is the report’s calculated additional cost of the 600-foot locks 
over the 400-foot locks. 

What actual tonnage will develop on the Ouachita River, no one can forecast 
with accuracy, but it can be predicted with certainty that more tonnage will de- 
velop if local interests can be proud of the facilities provided and big shippers can 
feel that these facilities are desirable, as compared with facilities that when 
constructed will have an admitted economic defect. 

It should be remembered that it is the people and not the Federal Govern- 
ment who must finally pay the cost of construction and maintenance of such 
navigation and related water resources developments. This association has 
shown in published reports the present economic strength of the Ouachita River 
= and has pointed out the great potential it has for future industrial expan- 
sion. 

It is the association’s contention that the basin can generate enough new busi- 
nesses, by Bureau of the Budget standards, to pay for all of its water resources 
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improvements, provided it does not start out with any economically faulty facili- 
ties. The association further contends that if the shipping interests are capable 
and willing to pay for the type of navigation facilities they want, they should not 
be forced to take an admitted inferior facility just because the first cost of this 
inferior facility is cheaper. The estimated $53 million-odd dollars which the 
project with 600-foot locks will cost is small by comparison with other projects 
with similar per ton-mile potentials, 

The Board’s attention is directed to the fact that other navigation projects 
have been provided with maximum locking facilities, even though in some in- 
stances the benefit-cost ratio is extremely close to unity. This is notably true in 
the case of the Arkansas River project where the benefit-cost ratio is 1.1 to 1. 
(Ouachita River with 600-foot locks and low estimate of 935,000 tons annually 
is 1.22 to1.) This association sees no reason why the Ouachita River navigation 
project should be discriminated against in the matter of length of locks, or, for 
that matter, anything else. 

In regard to the Federal and State fish and wildlife departments suggesting 
that the higher waters in some of the lakes and pools, which will result from 
the development of the 9-foot channel in the Ouachita River, will be detrimental 
to waterfowls, this association believes this to be purely an academic statement 
and one without long-range basis of facts. The association insists that the pro- 
posed new locks and dams in the lower reaches of the Ouachita River be placed 
wherever the Corps of Engineers may deem it best to locate them for the purpose 
of serving river navigation. It is the considered opinion of this association that 
the economics of navigation far outweigh any consideration that may be given 
to fish and wildlife propagation. 

This association wishes to express sincere thanks and appreciation to the dis- 
trict engineer, the division engineer, the Chief of Engineers, and their respective 
staffs for the long hours they have put in and hard work they have done in the 
preparation of this final review report, Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation. The 
association has a sincere feeling of gratitude to the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors for its patient understanding of our problems and desire for 
wanting only the best for the future of our valley. 

Very sincerely yours, 
H. K. THATCHER, 
Evecutive Vice President. 





[From the El Dorado Daily News, Dec. 7, 1959] 
Srx-Hunprep-Foor Locks NEEDED 


With the approved 9-foot channel project on the Ouachita River before the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, south Arkansas is concerned about 
two things: 

Pirst is the desire to speed the all-important development through the final 
phases before appropriation of funds for actual start of work. 

Second is the need for the Ouachita Valley area to have the most modern 
navigation facilities that have been justified economically in the report of the 
U.S. Army Engineers. 

The Corps of Engineers has economically justified two plans. One is plan D 
with 400-foot locks, costing $43,030,000 with a cost-benefit ratio of 1.35 to 1. The 
second is plan E with 600-foot lockg costing $52,450,000 with a cost-benefit 
ratio of 1.22 to 1. 

The Ouachita River Valley Association and shippers on the river are making 
a plea for the 600-foot locks to provide the kind of facilities that will best serve a 
greatly expanding navigation system. 

One big handicap to Ouachita navigation has been the size of the present 
locks and dams which have been outmoded for years as is the present 6-foot 
channel on the stream. 

Evidence has been presented to show need for the deeper channel with much 
additional tonnage assured once the project is completed. 

One of the things that has interfered with present movements on the river 
is the fact that the small locks and shallow channel prevent the interchange 
of sas and barges from the Mississippi, other rivers and the intercoastal 
canal. , 

Certainly when the new facilities are provided boats and barges should be 
bl move directly from the Mississippi into the Ouachita as far north as 

mden. 
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Just as there is need now for the 9-foot channel there also is need for the 
600-foot locks if navigation is allowed to develop along the lines envisaged by the 
Ouachita Valley leaders. 

South Arkansas and north Louisiana have waited a long time for these badly 
needed facilities and they should be the best and most useful when they are 
provided. 


The 600-foot locks stand as a must with the 9-foot channel. 


{From the Ouachita Citizen, Feb. 25, 1960] 
THE 9-Foor CHANNEL OFF TO THE RACES 


The Ouachita Citizen was glad to note that the Ouachita River navigation 
project passed a difficult roadblock in Washington, D.C., last week. Despite 
persistent and determined opposition by the Association of American Railroads, 
the U.S. Army Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors gave its approval of 
the project and sent it on to the Congress for final action. 

In view of the fact that the navigation project is so important to every citizen 
of Ouachita County and the entire Ouachita River Valley, we wish to empha- 
size our approval by reprinting an editorial carried on the subject in the Decem- 
ber 31, 1959, issue of the Ouachita Citizen. 


ONLY 600-FOOT LOCKS ACCEPTABLE 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has the responsibility of advising the 
Congress in all matters pertaining to the improvement of our major rivers. 
Back in 1949 the corps recommended a modern 9-foot navigation channel for the 
Ouachita River, and in 1950 the Congress authorized the construction of such 
a project. 

After a false start and many delays in 1958, the project was again made the 
subject of further economic studies. On July 31, 1959, the Corps of Nngineers 
released a revised report which again approved a 9-foot channel for the Ouachita 
River, but the report confused the issue by economically justifying two con- 
struction plans—plan D with 400-foot locks and plan E with 600-foot locks. 
The body of the report argued the necessity for 600-foot locks in order to give 
the Ouachita River an acceptable navigation channel which could accommodate 
the type of tows now being used on the river to transport petroleum products. 

The Ouachita Citizen must join with other business and professional inter- 
ests in south Arkansas in demanding the 600-foot locks as the only length of 
locks that will provide the Ouachita River with a first-class navigation system. 

Plan D, which calls for 400-foot locks, can be constructed at a total cost of 
$45,030,000. This plan has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.35 to 1. 

Plan BK, which is designed to have 600-foot locks, can be constructed for a total 
cost of $52,450,000. The benefit-cost ratio of this plan is 1.22 to 1. 

The benefit-cost ratios are figured on the Corps of Engineers’ estimate 
of an average annual tonnage of 1,088,000 tons at an average saving of $3.18 
per ton. The Ouachita River Valley Association, which is in direct contact 
with the present shippers and knows well the economie potentials of the 
Ouachita River Basin, predicts that a 9-foot channel with 600-fvot locks will 
produce an average annual tonnage above a 2 million-ton mark. 

The difference in the initial cost between a first-class navigation system with 
600-foot locks and an obsolete second-rate navigation system with 400-foot locks 
is $7,410,000. The life of the new Ouachita River navigation project is cal- 
culated on the basis of 50 years, although it will be expected to last for a very 
much longer period of time. On the basis of a 50-year life, the 600-foot locks 
will require an additional $148,200 annually to amortize the total cost difference 
over the 400-foot locks. In terms of commerce, it will only require 47,000 addi- 
tional tons annually and is a small figure if only the Corps of Engineers’ 
ultraconservative annual volume of 1,088,000 tons is considered. 

We cannot afford to be shortsighted in dealing with such an all-important 
project as modern river navigation is to this area. We are just as much opposed 
to spending unnecessary public money as anyone, but it would be the height 
of folly not to spend the extra $7,410,000 in this case, and for once, navigation- 
wise, let the Ouachita River go first class. 
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— Senator McCietian. Now, Mr. Chairman, if you will indulge us 

by the briefly I wish to call attention to another matter that we earnestly 
ask this committee to consider. 

> badly Some time ago I introduced a bill authorizing some emergency work 

a on some bridges on the channel of the Red River at an area near 
Garland City, Ark. 

This work requested, Mr. Chairman, is, the bill that I have referred 

to is, S. 2360, and the work is absolutely imperative to protect both a 
railroad bridge and a highway bridge and also possibly more than 
a section of that land, together with some homes and dwellings that 
are in that area. 


~sh I am going to ask permission to file my statement and have it printed 
cane in the record at this point in the interest of conserving time, together 
oval of with two letters, one dated April 12, addressed to me from Hon. 
o Lawrence Blackwell, chairman of the Arkansas State Highway Com- 
mae mission; and another of the same date addressed to me by Mr. J. M. 


Decem- Lowry, chief engineer for the St. Louis Southwestern Railway Lines. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask that these may be printed in the record. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN L. MCCLELLAN BEFORE THE FLOOD ConTROL Sus- 


p- Bg COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS IN SUPPORT OF AN AU- 
for the THORIZATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF NECESSARY BANK STABILIZATION AND OTHER 
f such PROTECTIVE MEASURES ON RED RIVER IN THE VICINITY OF THE St. Louis SoutH- 
WESTERN RAILROAD AND THE ARKANSAS STATE HIGHWAY BRIDGES AT GARLAND 

de the Ciry, ARK. 
att I wish to bring to the committee’s attention an extremely grave and critical 
fe ne caving condition that exists in the banks of the Red River in the vicinity of 
Garland City, Ark. At this location two important bridges cross Red River. 
locks. One is an Arkansas State Highway Department bridge, a part of U.S. Highway 
to give 82. The other bridge is a railway bridge, owned by the St. Louis Southwestern 

nodate Railway Co. 
pducts. | Last week I made an on-the-scene inspection, and I can attest to the fact that 
inter- something must be done and done very quickly to alleviate the precarious position 
sth of _ in which the meanderings of the Red River have placed these costly and es- 
age | sential bridges. The river has so eroded and scoured the banks under and 


around the bridges’ approaches on both sides of the stream that several piers 
are in imminent danger of being washed out. 

I have here some photographs which indicate the acutely emergent nature of 
the situation. I think they will very vividly illustrate the dangerous condition 


a total 


ao of the banks under the bridge piers. It has been said that one picture is worth 
a ia za a thousand words, and this adage certainly applies in this case. I would ask, 
or ra therefore, that the photographs be placed in the committee’s files. I realize, of 
Cae course, that they cannot become a part of the printed record of the hearings, but 
§ wi I do not want them to be on file and available to the committee for its consid- 
, eration. 
t hei The extensive bank caving in the vicinity of the bridges has resulted from a 
dy “- shifting in the main channel of Red River. This change in the river’s course 
ae has caused an unfavorable alinement of the channel to the bridge openings and 
+ locke — scouring and erosion along the banks immediately around the bridge 
iers. 
— Much remedial and protective work has been done at this location in the past. 
fase The St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. estimates that it has spent almost one- 
er half million dollars since 1924 at the site in work to protect its bridge from 
satan the river. At one time, in 1946 I believe, the railroad had to extend its bridge 
pposed northward a distance of 208 feet. This was made necessary by a shift of the 
height main channel from near the right bank to the left bank. The Arkansas State 
gation- Highway Department estimates it has spent $192,000 in local protective work at 


the highway bridge. During the past year the State highway department and 
the railroad have been constructing additional works to provide temporary 
relief. I understand that these current alleviative measures will cost the State 
highway department about $40,000 and the railroad about $70,000. 
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A Federal emergency bank protection project was completed at this location 
in 1956 under the mergency bank protection authority contained in section 14 
of the 1946 Flood Control Act. The Federal cost of that project was $50,000, 
which, of course, is the Federal limitation under section 14. The non-Federal 
cost was around $60,000. This was shared equally between the Arkansas State 
Highway Department and the railroad. The work done in 195$—again a tempo- 
rary remedial measure—consisted of a system of pile dikes to alleviate a serious 
eroding attack on the left bank of the river. 

The work that has been done in the past has not provided a lasting solution 
to the problem. Indeed, the costs of the temporary measures, although abso- 
lutely necessary at the times that they were expended, have proved of temporary 
benefit only and not sufficient to afford permanent protection. The situation 
has now become most critical. 

The Corps of Engineers has studied this problem, and they advise that the 
only lasting solution and means of permanent elimination of the problem is up- 
stream relinement so as to provide a more favorable channel approach to the 
bridge openings. The realined channel would be stabilized by placing revetment 
on both sides of the river. The Corps of Engineers estimates the Federal cost 
of such improvement at $1,500,000. 

The present value of the St. Louis Southwestern Railway bridge, which was 
built in 1924, is estimated by its owners to be $710,268. Replacement cost is 
estimated at $2 million. The present worth of the Arkansas State Highway 
Bridge, which was built about 1939, is estimated by the Corps of Engineers to 
be $240,000. Its replacement cost is estimated to be $1,400,000. 

During the first session of this Congress I introduced a bill, S. 2360, which 
would authorize the Corps of Engineers to proceed with the recommended chan- 
nel realinement at a Federal cost of $1,500,000. This bill is currently pending 
before this committee, and I respectfully urge that its provisions be approved and 
included in H.R. 7634, the omnibus flood control authorization bill, which is cur- 
rently under consideration by this committee. The situation is so acutely emer- 
gent that action must be taken in this Congress toward correcting it. 

I wish to submit for the record two recent letters I have received. One is from 
Mr. Lawrence Blackwell, chairman of the Arkansas State Highway Commission, 
and the other from Mr. J. M. Lowry, chief engineer for the St. Louis Southwestern 
Railway Lines. Both of these letters indicate the extremely critical nature of 
this problem and the dangerous and precarious situation now existing at this 
important rail and highway crossing. 

I do not believe that representatives of the Corps of Engineers have as vet 
been asked to testify before the committee on this project. I therefore request 
that they be asked to present testimony on it when they return later in these 
hearings. 


ARKANSAS STATE Hiairnway CoMMISSION, 
Little Rock, Ark., April 12, 1960. 
Hion. Joun L. McCLeiian, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: You will recall that we have written you many 
times concerning the need for channel improvement of the Red River for protec- 
tion of both highway and railway bridges near Carland City. 

I am advised by members of our staff that upon a recent visual inspection, it 
was determined that the general condition is precarious. As a matter of fact, 
one pier is in danger of being flanked by the present rise in the river. The rip- 
rap previously placed at the expense of the State and the railroad company pro- 
vides only temporary relief. 

We will appreciate your consideration and early action on this matter. 

Yours sincerely, 
LAWRENCE BLACKWELL, Chairman. 


Str. Lours SourTHWESTERN RAILWAY LINES, 
Tyler, Tex., April 12, 1960. 
Hon. Joun L. McCvLe ian, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


(Attention of Mr. Ralph Matthews.) 


Drar Senator McCier.an: Please refer to previous correspondence and con- 
versations in connection with work the St. Louis Southwestern Railway Line 
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and the Arkansas State Highway Department has requested the U.S. Engineers 
to do at our crossing of the Red River at Garland City, Ark. 

Summarizing the St. Louis Southwestern Railway’s situation briefly at this 
location : 

We have spent, since 1924, nearly a half million dollars on major work at 
our bridge and other thousands of additional money in minor work through 
these years made necessary by changes in the river which have jeopardized this 
bridge continually. The shift of the main channel from near the right bank to 
the left bank made it necessary for us to extend our bridge northward a distance 
of 208 feet. 

Since this work was done in 1946 we have been fighting desperately to keep the 
river from cutting further to the left and washing out this portion of the 
bridge and additional embankment. In 1959 we drove a spur pile dike imme- 
diately below this portion of the bridge on the left bank as a temporary measure 
to deflect the current and stop bank caving and so protect our north approach 
to this Red River bridge. This work has temporarily saved the bridge extension ; 
however, a recent inspection reveals a resumption of this serious sloughing which 
is a very definite threat, both to the highway bridge as well as our own. 

All of the moneys we have spent have given us only temporary relief because 
we have not attacked the heart of the problem. The river must be stopped in 
its trend above the crossing of cutting away from the left bank and depositing 
sand on the right bank, further restricting the already restricted waterways 
under railroad and highway bridges. The river, because of this restriction, is 
not only eating away the left bank but is deepening to the point that we only 
have 4 feet between streambed and the bottom of our pier in the bed of the 
stream. This is an alarming situation and we are fearful that unless something 
is immediately done to arrest the present trend, our structure, as well as that 
of the highway, will soon be further greatly endangered. 

The time has come now that something must be done to correct the situation. 
For years we and the highway department fought this river unaided, but now 
we desperately need help. 

We have discussed the situation several times with the U.S. Engineers and in 
1955 did get some help from them in that they drove some short pile dikes on 
the left bank upstream from our bridge as the first step toward stopping the 
erosion of the left bank and beginning to throw the stream toward the right 
bank. The U.S. Engineers participated to the extent they could, paying for 50 
percent of this work with the railroad and highway paying 50 percent. 

It was recognized at the time by all concerned that this was only the beginning 
of the work necessary to relieve the situation, that the existing pile dikes would 
need to be extended and additional dikes constructed. A large amount of riprap 
will also have to be placed at several points for protection in order to prevent 
disaster at these two bridges. 

We have received splendid cooperation from the U.S. Engineers, but their limit 
of authority has apparently been reached and because of the extremely critical 
situation we have respectfully appealed to you for immediate aid, since condi- 
tions rapie ,/ developing at this site indiente that a large portion of our and the 
highway bridges will probably be jeopardized at the next rise of the river if 
immediate steps are not taken to correct the situstion. 

May we respectfully request that this be given your immediate attention and 
that corrective measures contemplated by S. 2360 be immediately authorized? 

Respectfully yours, 
J. M. Lowry. 


Senator McCreiian. I should also like to present to this committee 
for its reference and examination four photographs showing the phys- 
ical condition that prevails, that obtains there in the area of these 
two important bridges on one of the most important highways across 
south Arkansas, and which illustrates, too, the urgency of the work 
needed to be done, and T may point out, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
past the highway department, I believe, has spent approximately 
$190,000 in protective work for that bridge, of the highway bridge, 
and the railroad company, as T recall, over a period since the bridge 
was constructed, spent something around a half million dollars in 
protective work, and they are in process now of spending money there. 
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But the problem is, Mr. Chairman, this situation cannot be corrected 
by the local pe » bridge, by the railroad; and the highway 
department doing the work. The only way it can be corrected is to go 
back upstream and st raighten the channel so that it will hit directly 
instead of hitting the banks and bounci ing off, and if it is not done, 
if this is not done, we are going to lose the two bridges, and that isa 
loss of a considerable amount to the State, to the taxpayers of the State, 
and also to the railroad company. 

But the danger is, if it cuts back behind those bridges, as those pic- 
tures would indicate, and I stood on the banks of it a week ago and 
saw it, if it cuts back there, it hits an old river bed, and cuts off more 
than a section of land and just makes an island of it, some of the very 
richest land, and this work ought to be done. 

The longer it is delayed, the more it is going to cost, and the sooner 
it is done the protection will be afforded, and this constant expense of 
temporary work such as they can do, such as they have the authority to 
do, the railroad and the highway department, that will be stopped, and 
the thing will be permanently corrected. 

I most respectfully urge your consideration of it. 

In the meantime I shall seek to have the Bureau of the Budget 
consider it and present a letter if I can get them to do so, approving it. 

Congressman Harris, would you care to elaborate? This is in your 
district, too. 

Mr. Harris. With the permission of the Chair, I would like to join 
Senator McClellan in urging the committee’s consideration of this 
project. It isin my district. 

We certainly do not want this to turn out like one I saw out in the 
Midwest some time ago where they built a bridge and the river left 
it altogether, and that is precisely what is going to happen if we do 
not take care of this, except we will destroy the bridge as well as the 
property down there, and it is an emergency, I w ould say to the com- 
mittee, and there is dire necessity for action to be taken on the project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Harris. I would like the Chair’s permission to briefly call to 
your attention in the authorization of McKinney Bayou, which is an 
extension of the present authorization as contained in House Docu- 
ment No, 220, 86th Congress, Ist session, which you have here for this 
program; and also the Maneice Bayou, which is contained in House 
Document No. 288 of the 86th Congress, 2d session. 

The committee has this information before it, and it is all in order 
ready for consideration. 

Senator McCretian. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you. You 
have been very patient and kind to give us this much time. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. 

There will be inserted in the record a letter dated January 18, 1960, 
from the Executive Office of the President; a letter dated January 
26, 1960, from the Department of the Army; and a letter dated March 

29, 1960, from the Department of the Army. 

( The letters referred to follow : ) 
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[S. 2860, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction of certain public 
eee on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes,” approved July 24, 
1946 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the plan of improvement for flood con- 
trol on Red River, set forth in House Document Numbered 602, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, second session, as authorized by the Act approved July 24, 1946, is 
hereby modified to include necessary bank stabilization and other protective 
measures on Red River in the vicinity of the Saint Louis Southwestern Railroad 
and the Arkansas State Highway bridges at Garland City, Arkansas, at an 
estimated cost of $1,500,000. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

é Washington, D.C., January 18, 1960. 

Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 

Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of July 14, 1959, re- 
questing the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2360, a bill “To amend the 
act entitled ‘An act authorizing the construction of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes,’ approved July 
24, 1946.” 

This bill would modify the plan of improvement for flood control on the Red 
River as authorized by the act approved July 24, 1946, to include bank stabiliza- 
tion and other protective measures on the Red River in the vicinity of the St. 
Louis Southwestern Railroad and the Arkansas State highway bridges at Gar- 
land City, Ark. 

The Secretary of the Army advises that the Corps of Engineers has been au- 
thorized to review prior reports on Red River with a view to determining the 
feasibility of developing a comprehensive, integrated plan of improvement in- 
cluding additional bank stabilization for areas such as the one at Garland City. 
Because the project modification has not been reviewed in accordance with 
procedures normal for this type of authorization, the Secretary suggests that 
your committee may desire to withhold authorization pending completion of an 
orderly review. 

Since the Department of the Army has not yet submitted a report on an inte- 
grated plan of Red River improvements to the Bureau of the Budget under pro- 
cedures prescribed by Executive Order 9384, we have no basis for appraising the 
merits of S. 2360. Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend 
that your committee defer action on S. 2360 until a report has been submitted 
to the Congress in accordance with established procedures. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiiuie 8S. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
January 26, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2360, 86th Congress, a bill to amend 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the construction of certain public works on 
Pa and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes,” approved July 24, 

6, 

This bill would modify the plan of improvement for flood control on Red 
River as authorized by the act approved July 24, 1946, to include necessary bank 
stabilization and other protective measures on Red River in the vicinity of the 
St. Louis Southwestern Railroad and the Arkansas State highway bridges 
at Garland City, Ark. 

The course of the Red River in the vicinity of the St. Louis Southwestern 
Railroad bridge and the Arkansas State highway bridge on U.S. 82, near Gar- 
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land City, results in an unfavorable alinement to the bridge openings. Peri- 
odic high water has caused and is continuing to cause extensive caving and 
scouring of the river banks in the vicinity of the bridges thereby endangering 
the bridge approaches. 

Extensive local protective work has veen accomplished at this location. This 
previous work is estimated at a cost of $419,724 for the railroad and $192,000 
for the Arkansas Highway Department. These estimates represent original 
work and maintenance. A Federal bank protection project was completed in 
1956 at this location under the emergency bank protection authority contained in 
section 14 of the 2946 Flood Control Act. The Federal cost was $50,000 (the 
Federal limitation under section 14) and the non-Federal cost $59,700, divided 
equally between the highway commission and the railroad. That work con- 
sisted of a system of permeable pile dikes to relieve the serious eroding attack 
on the left bank. Currently, the State highway department and the railroad 
are constructing additional temporary protection works to provide temporary 
relief. It is understood that these temporary measures will cost the railroad 
about $70,000 and the highway department about $40,000. It can also be ex- 
pected that additional revetment work would also be required to prevent more 
costly relocations of the St. Louis Southwestern Railroad and a portion of 
Garland City. 

In order to effectively eliminate the threat to the integrity of the bridge 
structures, it has been proposed that the upstream channel of the river be re- 
alined so as to provide a better approach to the bridges. The realinement chan- 
nel would be stabilized by placing sufficient revetment on both sides of the 
channel. 

In accordance with the project authorization of 1946, local interests would be 
required to furnish lands for the proposed modification, hold and save the 
United States free from damages, and maintain and operate the work after 
completion. The Arkansas Highway Department has informally advised that 
it would furnish the necessary assurances of local cooperation if called upon 
to do so. Cost of rights-of-way is estimated at $7,500. 

The present value of the St. Louis Southwestern Railroad bridge (built about 
1924) is estimated by its owners to be $710,268. Replacement cost is estimated 
at $2 million. The present worth of the highway bridge (built about 1939) is 
estimated to be $240,000 and its replacement cost, $1,400,000. 

A preliminary estimate of the Federal cost of improvement is approximately 
$1,500,000. 

The Corps of Engineers has been authorized to review prior reports on Red 
River with a view to determining the feasibility of developing a comprehensive, 
integrated plan of improvement including additional bank stabilization for areas 
such as the one at Garland City. The committee may desire to withhold author- 
ization pending completion of this report. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WIrBer M. BrRUCKER, 
Seeretary of the Army. 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., March 29, 1960. 
Hon. J. W. Fursriant, 
U.S. Senate. 


DeaR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: There is furnished for your information a copy of 
the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers, together with a copy of the report 
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, on a review of reports on 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La. 

This report is being furnished the engineer, Arkansas Geological and Con- 
servation Commission, State Capitol Building, Little Rock, Ark., the director, 
Department of Public Works, State of Louisiana, Baton Rouge, La., and the 
Secretary of the Interior, for review and comment, in accordance with existing 
law, prior to transmission of the report to Congress. Copies of the report are 
also being furnished the Secretary of Commerce and the Federal Power Com- 
mission for review and comment. 

Sincerely yours, 
WiittaM F. Cassipy, 
Major General, USA Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEERS, 


Washington, D.O. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 


Subject : Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La. 


1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, adopted August 10, 1957, requesting the 
Board to review the reports on Ouachita River and tributaries, Ark., and La., 
submitted as Senate Document No. 117, 81st Congress, Ist session, with a view 
to determining whether any modification of the recommendations contained 
therein is advisable at this time. 

2. The district and division engineers report that the authorized projects 
for the Red River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita and Black Rivers 
should be modified to provide a 9-foot depth for navigation from the mouth of 
Red River to Camden, Ark., on Ouachita River by means of four new locks 
with two new and two rehabilitated and raised dams and with channel rectifi- 
eation work and dredging. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.35. 

3. After full consideration of the reports of the district and division engi- 
neers, the Board concludes that the modifications proposed by the reporting 
officers are suitable and economically justified, and that the requirements of local 
cooperation as modified by the Board are appropriate. The Board therefore 
recommends modification of the existing projects for Red River below Fulton, 
Ark., and the Ouachita-Black Rivers below Camden, Ark., to provide for a 
channel with a minimum depth of 9 feet and minimum bottom width of 100 
feet in Red River between Old River and mile 31 and in the Black and Ouachita 
Rivers from the mouth of Black River to Camden by the construction of new 
locks 56 feet wide and 400 feet long and new dams at Jonesville and Columbia 
to replace existing locks and dams Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5; construction of new locks 
56 feet wide and 400 feet long and the rehabilitation and raising of existing dams 
at locks and dams Nos. 6 and 8, redesignated as the Felsenthal and Calion 
locks and dams; channel rectification and cutoffs; dredging; and contraction 
works; all generally in accordance with the plans of the district engineer and 
with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable: at an estimated cost to the United States of $43,550,000 for 
construction and $750,000 annually for operation and maintenance, including 
$100,000 for maintenance dredging in Red River; provided that local interests 
agree to: 

(a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, including flowage rights in overflow areas, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas necessary for construction of the project and for its subse- 
quent maintenance, when and as required ; 

(b) Provide adequate terminal and transfer facilities open to all on 
equal terms; and 

(c) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to construc- 
tion and maintenance of the project ; 


and provided further that authority for a 9-foot depth shall expire 5 years from 
the date on which local interests are notified in writing by the Chief of Engineers 
of the requirements of local cooperation, unless responsible local interests with- 
in the prescribed 5-year period have furnished assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary of the Army that the required local cooperation will be forthcoming. 

4. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board. 

E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Lieutenant General, USA, Chief of Engineers. 


Corps oF ENGINEER, U.S. ARMY, 
30ARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1960. 
Subject : Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
1. Authority and scope.—This report is in response to the following resolution 
adopted August 10, 1957: 
“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, That 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 of 
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the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby, re- 

quested to review the report of the Chief of Engineers on the Ouachita River 

and tributaries, Ark. and La., submitted as Senate document No. 117, Si1st 

Congress, first session, with a view to determining whether any modification 

of the recommendations contained therein is advisable at this time.” 
Ouachita and Black Rivers as now improved for navigation provide a controlling 
depth of 6.5 feet from Camden, Ark., mile 351, to Red River in Louisiana. Red 
River and Old River provide the navigation route for a further distance of 
35.5 miles to the Mississippi River at a point about 300 miles above the Head of 
Passes. In the report under review, the Chief of Engineers recommended a 
plan for further improvement of Ouachita and Black Rivers and a section of 
Red River to provide a depth of 9 feet. The recommended work was authorized 
by Congress in 1950 but construction has not commenced. This report con- 
siders favorably a revised plan to provide the 9-foot depth. 

2. Regional streams.—Ouachita River rises in Polk County, Ark., and flows 
southeast to Jonesville, La., where it joins with Tensas and Little Rivers to 
form Black River. Thence the Black River flows generally south and empties into 
Red River. Camden, Ark., is on Ouachita River at mile 351 above Red River and 
Jonesville, La., is at mile 57. Red River enters Old River about 28.5 miles below 
the mouth of Black River. Thence, Old River extends 7 miles to the Mississippi 
River. From mile 7 at the head of Old River, the Atchafalaya River extends 
south to the Gulf of Mexico, crossing the federally improved Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway at Morgan City, La. 

3. Eristing and authorized improvements, Ouachita-Black Rivers.—The exist- 
ing depth of 6.5 feet at low water from the mouth of Black River to Camden has 
been accomplished as a Federal improvement by dredging and the construction 
of 6 dams with navigable passes and a single lock, 55 feet wide and 268 feet 
long, at each site. The locks and dams, progressing upstream, are Nos. 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, and 8. The originally planned structures for sites Nos 1 and 7 were not 
constructed. A minimum channel width of 100 feet is maintained. The locks 
and dams were opened to navigation during the period 1912-24. They are manu- 
ally operated and all are in poor condition. The authorization also provided 
for a canal in pool 6 to provide a depth of 7 feet for about 2 miles to Felsenthal, 
Ark. This channel has not been constructed. Clearing and snagging to Arka- 
delphia, about 65 miles above Camden, is also authorized. 

4. This early project was modified by the River and Harbor Act of 1950 to 
provide for a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the mouth of Black 
River to Camden as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in Senate document 
No. 117 now under review. The authorized plan as presented in that document 
provides for lengthening the six locks to usable lengths of 487 feet (overall 
lengths of 525 feet); lowering the lock floors by 2.5 feet: lowering the down- 
stream lock sills; providing new lock gates, valves, and operating machinery; 
rehabilitating the dams; constructing channel contraction works; dredging, in- 
eluding cutoffs; and providing this increased depth in Felsenthal Canal. Con- 
struction of this work has not commenced. Recent investigations indicate that 
in view of the present deteriorated condition of the existing structures, this work 
would be difficult and costly to accomplish. Complete stoppage of navigation 
during the construction period would be necessary. 

5. Projects in Red River.—Provision of a 9-foot depth for navigation from the 
Mississippi River through the 35.5 miles of Old and Red Rivers to the mouth 
of Black River involves the accomplishment of work under three authorized 
projects : 

(a) The Atchafalaya River project for navigation between the Mississippl 
River and Morgan City, La., provides for a 12-foot depth through Old River, 
and in Atchafalaya River. A controlling depth of 9 feet has been made 
available. 

(b) The authorized Overton-Red River Waterway extends from the 
Mississippi River through Old River and up Red River to mile 31 which is 
4.5 miles below the mouth of Black River, and thence by a canal on the 
south side of Red River to Shreveport, La. Undertaking of this work is 
dependent upon prescribed conditions of local cooperation which have not 
been met. Hence, its accomplishment is considered uncertain. 

(c) The project for Red River below Fulton, Ark., which encompasses 
lower Red River above Old River, provides for open channel work with 
no depth specified except as modified in 1950. In his report of 1949, now 
being reviewed, the Chief of Engineers recommended modification of the 
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project for Red River below Fulton, Ark., to provide for a channel 9 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide from mile 31 to the mouth of Black River at mile 
35.5. This modification was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
1950 with the adoption of the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No. 117. No work under the modification has been 
accomplished. 
The project for Overton-Red River Waterway is the only authority for providing 
a depth of 9 feet for the section of Red River between mile 31 and Old River. 
The project for that waterway makes no provision for accomplishment of the 
portion in Red River in the absence of local cooperation for the entire improve- 
ment. Hence, this report gives consideration to the need for additional authority 
to assure provision of a depth of 9 feet in Red River between mile 31 and Old 
River. 

6. Tributary area.—The local area considered commercially tributary to the 
Ouachita-Black River navigation improvement comprises 7 counties in Arkansas 
and 6 parishes in Louisiana having a population of 343,400 in 1950. Farming, 
including livestock production, is an important activity. The principal industries 
in the area are the production, refining, and distribution of petroleum and 
petroleum products; manufacture of paper and paper products; lumbering ; 
manufacture of chemicals, fertilizers, and carbon black; and the mining and 
processing of barites. 

7. Existing terminals and commerce——Only a few terminal facilities have 
been provided along the waterway and they are privately owned. The char- 
acteristics of the outmoded 6.5-foot waterway have hampered the development 
of commerce. Barges must be loaded to shallow drafts incommensurate with 
operating practices on the deeper connecting channels. The small, hand-operated 
locks and inadequate maintenance have also precluded efficient operation of 
tows. However, since World War II, commerce has been increasing. It averaged 
168,250 tons annually during the years 1953-57 and in 1958 totaled 325,000 tons 
consisting of 135,000 tons of chemicals, 107,000 tons of petroleum products, 
52,000 tons of logs, 29,000 tons of sulphur, and 2,000 tons of other commodities. 
Tows of 1 or 2 barges made 399 trips on the waterway in 1958. Recreational 
craft also use the facility. 

8. Improvement desired.—Local interests desire that the waterway be im- 
proved to provide a depth of 9 feet to Camden with modernized structures in- 
cluding locks 600 feet long. They contend that this should be accomplished by 
some plan which would not require closing the waterway to navigation during 
the construction period as this interruption would retard the subsequent growth 
of traffic. Sponsors of the improvement indicate that terminal facilities will be 
provided and other local cooperation furnished if required. 

9. Plans for improvement.—The district engineer reports that the waterway 
may soon be ineffective unless major replacements are constructed. He estimates 
the first cost of replacements now required to continue the 6,.5-foot improvement 
for a period of about 18 years at $9,520,000, the annual carrying charges at 
$1,475,000, and the annual benefits at $1,257,000. Accordingly, he concludes that 
continuance of the existing waterway for any extended period lacks economic 
justification. Based on May 1959 prices, he estimates the first cost for providing 
a 9-foot channel in general accordance with the plan recommended in the report 
under review at $36,350,000, with corresponding annual carrying charges of 
$3,739,000 and annual benefits of $2,832,000. Thus, this plan also lacks economic 
justification at the present time. The district engineer finds that the minimum 
plan presented by the reporting officers in the report under review, to achieve 
9-foot depths for about 90 percent of the time, would not provide a dependable 
waterway and would be objectionable to local interests. 

10. After investigating several others plans, the district engineer finds that 
the most favorable plan of improvement to provide a 9-foot waterway would 
consist of four new locks, 56 feet wide by 400 feet long, two new dams, at Jones- 
ville and Columbia, and two rehabilitated and raised dams, with suitable chan- 
nel improvements, including cutoffs, widening, and deepening, to provide a mini- 
mum bottom width of 100 feet and depth of 9 feet on the Ouachita, Black, and 
Red Rivers. The plan provides for raising pool No. 6 by 3.5 feet, or some lesser 
amount to be determined by further detailed studies. The 3.5-foot increase in 
elevation would inundate an estimated 12,000 acres and damage to varying de- 
grees an additional 16,000 acres of timberland. However, to provide the 9-foot 
channel without increasing the pool level would require a large amount of ex- 
eavation and annual maintenance and thus result in greater annual carrying 
charges. The new locks and dams at Jonesville and Columbia would replace ex- 
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isting locks and dams Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5; the new locks and rehabilitated and 
raised dams at locks and dams Nos. 6 and 8 would be redesignated as the Fel- 
senthal and Calion locks and dams. The district engineer estimates the first 
cost of this plan of improvement at $45,030,000 consisting of $43,590,000, Federal, 
for locks, dams, and channels, with $40,000 for preauthorization studies, and $1,- 
440,000, non-Federal, for lands and damages. He estimates the average annual 
carrying charges at $2,498,000, including $750,000 for operation and mainte- 
nance; the average annual transportation savings at $3,363,000, after deducting 
$100,000 as a credit to the authorized DeGray Reservoir on an upstream tributary 
of Ouachita River. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.85. A similar plan, except for 
56-foot by 600-foot locks as desired by local interests, would have an additional 
annual cost of $278,000 but would produce additional benefits estimated at only 
$18,000. Hence, 60-foot locks would not be incrementally justified. The district 
engineer has considered the comments and recommendations of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and states that there would be no objection to fish and wildlife 
features being constructed in connection with the project, provided such features 
do not in any way interfere with construction and operation and maintenance of 
the navigation features of the project, but that the extent of lands to be ac- 
quired for such purposes is a matter to be resolved between the Service and 
local interests. 

11. Recommendations of reporting officers.—The district engineer recommends 
that the authorized projects for Red River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita- 
Black Rivers below Camden, Ark., be modified to provide for a channel with 
minimum dimensions of 9 feet by 100 feet from the mouth of Red River to the 
mouth of Black River (mile 35.5), thence on the Black and Ouachita Rivers 
to Camden, Ark., (mile 351.0), in accordance with his plan for dams with locks 
56 feet wide and 400 feet long, subject to certain conditions of local cooperation. 
The division engineer concurs. 

12. Public notice-—The division engineer issued a public notice informing in- 
terested parties of the recommendations of the reporting officers and giving them 
an opportunity to submit additional information to the Board. Proponents of 
the project state that they will undertake to meet the requirements of local 
cooperation, including the provision of additional lands needed for construction 
of the project if required by Congress, but do not consider the latter to be a just 
obligation on the local community. They point out that the 600-foot lock plan 
has a favorable ratio of benefits to costs, and emphasize their desire and need 
for the longer locks. The Association of American Railroads claims that the 
reporting officers have overestimated the benefits of the proposed improvement 
and that it lacks economic justification. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS 


13. Findings.—The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs gen- 
erally in the views and recommendations of the reporting officers. It has given 
eareful consideration to the desire of local interests for locks 600 feet in length. 
However, the numerous sharp bends of the river channel and the nature and 
magnitude of the prospective commerce are indicative that most of the tows will 
be of small size. Studies indicate that, with only four locks to traverse, the 
provision of 600-foot locks rather than locks 400 feet in length would increase the 
transnortation savings only a slight amount which would be insufficient to jus- 
tify the additional cost of the longer locks. The Board finds that the minimum 
project to provide 9-foot depths for 90 percent of the time is infeasible and there- 
fore not acceptable as an alternative. Careful consideration has also been given 
to the comments of the Association of American Railroads in opposition to the 
project. The Board concludes that the plan for improvement recommended by 
the reporting officers is suitable and economically justified by the prospective 
benefits. The requirements of local cooperation specified by the reporting of- 
ficers are appropriate except that since no modification of bridges is included in 
the plan, the requirement that local interests bear the costs of highway bridges 
is unnecessary. Because the deteriorated condition .of the existing structures 
and need for early decision in respect to their treatment, a time limit for fur- 
nishing adequate assurances of local cooperation is advisable. Existing author- 
ities adequately provide for securing 9-foot depths in Red River between Black 
River and mile 21 and also in Old River. Therefore the Board limits its recom- 
mendation for Red River to the section between mile 31 and Old River. 

14. Recommendation.—Accordingly, the Board recommends modification of the 
existing projects for Red River below Fulton, Ark., and the Ouachita-Black 
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Rivers below Camden, Ark., to provide for a channel with a minimum depth of 
9 feet and minimum bottom width of 100 feet in Red River between Old River 
and mile 31 and in the Black and Ouachita Rivers from the mouth of Black River 
to Camden by the construction of new locks 56 feet wide and 400 feet long and 
new danis at Jonesville and Colombia to replace existing locks and dams Nos. 
2, 3, 4, and 5; construction of new locks 56 feet wide and 400 feet long and the 
rehabilitation and raising of existing dams at locks and dams Nos. 6 and 8, rede- 
signated at the Felsenthal and Calion locks and dams; channel rectification and 
cutoffs; dredging; and contraction works; all generally in accordance with the 
plans of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the 
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to 
the United States of $43,550,000 for construction and $750,000 annually for opera- 
tion and maintenance, including $100,000 for maintenance dredging in Red 
River ; provided that local interests agree to: 

(a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, including flowage rights in overflow areas, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas necessary for construction of the project and for its subse- 
quent maintenance, when and as required ; 

(b) Provide adequate terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terms; and 

(c) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to construc- 
tion and maintenance of the project ; 

and provided further that authority for a 9-foot depth shall expire 5 years from 
the date on which local interests are notified in writing by the Chief of Engineers 
of the requirements of local cooperation, unless responsible local interests within 
the prescribed 5-year period have furnished assurances satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary of the Army that the required local cooperation will be forthcoming. 
For the Board: 
W. K. Wiison, Jr., 
Major General, U.S. Army, Chairman. 


Senator Kerr. I see Senator Bible and Senator Cannon in the room. 
Would you gentlemen come forward with your troops? 

Senator Brite. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am 
wondering if we might ask your permission to have Mr. Shamberger, 
who is the director of our department of conservation and natural 
resources, join us here. Ife has a very short statement to make, 

Senator Kerr. I told you to come forward with your troops. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN BIBLE, MEMBER OF THE U.S. SENATE 
FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Briere. Thank you, sir. 

Mr, Cha‘rman and members of the Senate Subcommittee on Flood 
Control, Rivers and Harbors, we certainly appreciate this opportunity 
of appearing before you and requesting favorable action on inclusion 
of the Corps of Engineers flood control plan for Las Vegas Wash and 
tributaries in the omnibus public works bill. 

I had been a Member of the Senate just a very short time, when, 
in June of 1955, I received an urgent appeal for assistance from the 
Governor of the State of Nevada and prominent residents of southern 
Nevada. This appeal followed a disastrous flash flood which struck 
in Clark County, Nev., in June of that year, causing damage in the 
amount of several millions of dollars. I am sure, that most of you 
have experienced like situations, and am certain also that you are all 
aware of the long tedious process in securing approval and getting 
remedial action through Government channels which offer positive 
solutions to these kinds of problems. 

Following this urgent appeal for Federal assistance, it was possible 
for me to obtain a sum of $25,000 allocated out of fiscal 1956 funds for 
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a preliminary survey by the Corps. of Engineers. The survey had been 
previously authorized by Public Law 479 in the 82d Congress. From 
that period up to now, the corps has met with many problems. Each 
year since the summer of 1955 it has been necessary for me to appeal 
for additional funds to conclude this study, and, in addition to this, 
the length of time necessary to finalize a workable plan has been 
lengthened due to shortage of manpower within the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ staff and changes made necessary in preliminary studies caused 
by the tremendous population growth in the general area where de- 
sign and plans were being made for the flood control works. 

Now, some 5 years later, the report on survey on flood control for 
Las Vegas Wash and tributaries has been concluded at a cost, I think 
of something in the neighborhood of $120,000. Further delay will 
cause other dislocations and heavy losses to residents in this populated 
area. 

It is for this reason that I have been concerned and anxious thatreach 
governmental agency should expedite its recommendations as quickly 
as possible on this report. In addition to the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, I am advised that the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Geological Survey, Bureau of Public 
Roads, Public Health Service, and other governmental agencies and 
departments have concluded findings, all of which are favorable, and, 
I believe as of yesterday, with the sending forth of the report from 
the Department of Agriculture, all of the interested agencies have at 
least made favorable findings and have forwarded their reports to the 
Corps of Engineers for proper transmittal to the Secretary of the 
Army and from there to the ansens of the Budget, and I am hopeful 
that the Bureau of the Budget will give this plan its endorsement be- 
fore the committee ends its hearings and its deliberations on this 
particular omnibus bill. 

The survey findings by the Corps of Engineers reports a serious 
flood problem exists along Las Vegas Wash and its tributaries in the 
vicinity of Las Vegas and Henderson, Nev. Floods on these stream- 
beds cause damage to all types of property in the overflow areas and 
constitute a menace to health and could cause loss of life. 

The district engineer estimates the Federal cost of the overall proj- 
ect, at, $13,530,000 as of June 1959. Non-Federal cost is estimated at 
$4,930,000 including an average of $54,000 annually for maintenance 
and operation of the improvements. Average annual benefits which 
will accrue from prevention of flood damages were estimated at $980,- 
000, in June 1959, for a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2 to 1. 

A comprehensive study of flood occurrences in the Clark County 
area during past years, show that the plan as proposed by the Corps, 
would, if constructed, control floodwaters and protect the city of Las 
Vegas, the suburban area south of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas. 
In addition, the Las Vegas unit provides protection to McCarran 
Field and to Paradise Valley. The Henderson unit would provide 
nearly complete protection to the highly developed urban and indus- 
trial areas of Henderson, Nev. Substantial flows falling downstream 
from proposed flood detention works could be controlled following 
construction of the proposed plan by a series of storm drains. This, 
however, would be a local responsibility and would divert floodflows 
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originating in upstream undeveloped areas away from the developed 
areas of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Henderson. 

Officials of the city of Henderson, city of Las Vegas, city of North 
Las Vegas, and the Board of County Commissioners of Clark County, 
have all agreed to participate and share in the local costs and have 
passed resolutions urging the approval of the Corps of Engineers’ 
flood control plan. 

In that connection, I think simply to make it a part of the record, 
I would like to have introduced for proper inclusion the resolution 
from the various boards concerned with this problem in Clark County. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Senator. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


CLARK CoUNTY WATER CONSERVATION 
AND FLoop ConrRoL District, 
Las Vegas, Nev., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: Please consider the accompanying copies of resolutions in con- 
nection with Las Vegas flood control project as approvals to date of the govern- 
ing bodies concerned. 

Sincerely, 
C. D. BAKER, Chairman. 


RESOLUTION No. 77 


Whereas the city of Henderson is a political subdivision existing under and 
by virtue of the laws of the State of Nevada and is included within the boun- 
daries of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Dis- 
trict; and 

Whereas the U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
has completed and submitted its “Report on Survey for Flood Control, Las 
Vegas Wash and Tributaries, Dated September 30, 1959,” which has been ap- 
proved in Washington, D.C., February 16, 1960, by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Clark County Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention District has approved the aforesaid report and survey 
of the U.S. Corps of Engineers, and has recommended two suggested changes 
therein ; and 

Whereas each of the political subdivisions included within the boundaries 
of said district have heretofore determined that the best interests, public 
health, and general welfare, of the inhabitants residing in said political sub- 
divisions will be best served by the enactment of enabling legislation to authorize 
construction of the aforesaid watershed protection and flood prevention project 
for flood control purposes at the earliest practicable date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the city of Henderson does hereby approve and ratify, insofar 
as it may have the power so to do, the recommendation and approval of the 
Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention District concerning 
the “Report on Survey for Flood Control, Las Vegas Wash and Tributaries, 
dated September 30, 1959,” as prepared and submitted by the U.S. Army En- 
gineers District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, and approved by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and does hereby request and urge each 
member of the Nevada congressional delegation in Washington, D.C., to sponsor 
and secure enabling legislation for the construction of such flood control project, 
whether by special act of Congress, or by inclusion in the omnibus Rivers and 
Harbors Authorization Act in the present Congress and at the earliest prac- 
ticable date. 

Unanimously passed, adopted, and approved this 4th day of April 1960. 

W. B. Byrne, Mayor. 

Attest: 

Donap M. Dawson, Deputy City Clerk, 


44845—60—pt. 3-36 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the city of North Las Vegas, Nev., is a political subdivision existing 
under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Nevada and is included within 
the boundaries of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
District; and 

Whereas the U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
has completed and submitted its “Report on Survey for Flood Control, Las 
Vegas Wash and Tributaries, Dated September 30, 1959,” which has been ap- 
proved in Washington, D.C., February 16, 1960, by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Clark County Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention District has approved the aforesaid report and survey 
of the U.S. Corps of Engineers, and has recommended two suggested changes 
therein; and 

Whereas each of the political subdivisions included within the boundaries of 
said district have heretofore determined that the best interests, public health, 
and general welfare, of the inhabitants residing in said political subdivisions 
will be best served by the enactment of enabling legislation to authorize con- 
struction of the aforesaid watershed protection and flood prevention project 
for flood control purposes at the earliest practicable date: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolwed, That the city council of the city of North Las Vegas does hereby 
approve and ratify, insofar as it may have the power so to do, the recom- 
mendation and approval of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention District concerning the “Report on Survey for Flood Control, 
Las Vegas Wash and Tributaries, Dated September 30, 1959,” as prepared and 
submitted by the U.S. Army Engineers District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
and approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and does 
hereby request and urge cach member of the Nevada congressional delegation 
in Washington, D.C., to sponsor and secure enabling legislation for the con- 
struction of such flood control project, whether by special act of Congress, or 
by inclusion in the omnibus Rivers and Harbors Authorization Act in the 
present Congress and at the earliest practicable date. 

Unanimously passed, adopted and approved this 4th day of April 1960. 


CARL HARTKE, Mayor. 
Attest: 
HELEN G. Pivopa, City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION AMENDING THE CREATION OF THE CLARK COUNTY WATER CONSERVA- 
TION AND FLooD CONTROL DISTRICT 


Whereas petition for proposed water conservation and flood control district 
was signed by at least 10 percent of owners of real property within proposed 
district ; and 

Whereas a public hearing was held on the 6th day of November 1959, at which 
hearing no protestants appeared ; and 

Whereas N.R.S. 542.010 provides that the board of county commissioners shall 
appoint three members to the board of directors; and 

Whereas subsequent to the creation of the Clark County Water Conservation 
and Flood Control District on the 6th day of November 1959, it is determined 
that for the best interests of the general public that the boundaries of said dis- 
trict be changed ; now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, 

1. That the water conservation and flood control district be, and the same 
hereby is, ordered and declared, duly organized under the laws of the State of 
Nevada; 

2. That the corporate name of said district is, and it shall hereafter be known 
as the Clark County Water Conservation and Flood Control District ; 

8. That said district shall have and exercise through its proper officers all of 
the power and authorities conferred upon districts under and by virtue of the 
provisions of N.R.S. 542.010 et sequitur, thereunto enabling, and all such power 
and authorities as may hereafter be conferred by law; 

4. That the following are, pursuant to a vote of the board of county commis- 
sioners, duly designated as the first board of directors of said Clark County 
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Water Conservation and Flood Control District for the terms set opposite each 
of their respective names, to wit: 

C. D. Baker, 4-year term 

David L. Boles, 3-year term 

James I. Gibson, 2-year term 

5. That the members of the board of directors of said district shall qualify 
for office and organize said board in the manner prescribed by the laws of the 
State of Nevada; 

6. That the boundaries of said district and the territory to be included therein 
is as follows, to wit: beginning at the northeast corner of section 1, T. 19 S., 
R. 63 E., Mount Diablo base line and meridian; thence westerly along the north 
line of T. 19 S. a distance of approximately 33 miles to the northwest corner of 
sec. 3, T. 19 S., R. 58 E., Mount Diablo base line and meridian; thence southerly 
along the west line of secs. 3, 10, 15, 22, 27, and 34 in T. 19 S.; sees. 3, 10, 15, 22, 27, 
and 34 in T. 20 S.; sees. 3, 10, 15, 22, 27, and 34 in T. 21 S.; sees. 3, 10, 15, 22, 27, 
and 34 in T. 22 S. and secs. 3 and 10 in T. 23 S., all in R. 58 E., Mount Diablo 
base line and meridian a distance of approximately 26 miles to the southwest cor- 
ner of said sec. 10, T. 23 S., R. 58 E., Mount Diablo base line and meridian ; thence 
easterly along the south line of secs. 10, 11, and 12 in T. 23 8., R. 58 E., Mount 
Diablo base line and meridian; secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in T. 23 S., R. 59 B. 
Mount Diablo base line and meridian; sees. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in T. 23 S., R. 
60 E., Mount Diablo base line and meridian; secs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in T. 23 S., 
R. 61 E., Mount Diablo base line and meridian a distance of approximately 21 
miles to the southeast corner of sec. 12, T. 23 S., R. 61 E., Mount Diablo base 
line and meridian; thence southerly along the east line of R. 61, F. a distance 
of approximately 4 miles to the southeast corner of sec. 36, T. 23 S., R. 61 E.; 
thence easterly along the south line of T. 22 S. a distance of approximately 12 
miles to the southeast corner of sec. 36, T. 23 S., R. 63 E., Mount Diablo base line 
and meridian; thence northerly along the east line of R. 63 EB. a distance of ap- 
proximately 30 miles to the point of beginning. 

Dated this 5th day of April 1960. 

Boarp or County COMMISSIONERS, 
By WHariey FE. Harmon, Chairman. 

Attest: 

HELEN Scortr Reep, County Clerk. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the board of county commissioners has heretofore been advised by 
the Clark County Water Conservation and Flood Control District of the need 
of immediate financial assistance for engineering services to survey out, and 
obtain descriptions of lands needed for proposed flood control work, and for 
— administration costs in obtaining diverse easements and rights-of-way ; 
anc 

Whereas said Clark County Water Conservation and Flood Control District 
has prepared a proper application for a loan of said funds under the provisions 
of chapters 51 and 52, 1960 Nevada State Statutes: and 

Whereas the board of county commissioners is convinced that as a result of 
the foregoing an emergency does in fact exist, warranting the approval of said 
loan: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of county commissioners does hereby approve the at- 
tached application of Clark county Water Conservation and Flood Control Dis- 
trict to the department of conservation and natural resources of the State of 
Nevada, for a lean under the provisions of chapter 51, Statutes of Nevada, 1960. 

Dated this 5th day of April 1960. 

Boarp or CLaArK CouNtTy COMMISSIONERS. 
By Hartey E. Harmon, Chairman. 
By ArtHuR OLsen, Member. 
By Cresse M. Turner, Member. 

Attest : 

HELEN Scorr Reep, 
Clerk of the Board of Clark County Commissioners. 
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ReEso.tution No. CO-2 


Whereas the city of Las Vegas is a political subdivision existing under and by 
virtue of the laws of the State of Nevada and is included within the boundaries 
of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention District; and 

Whereas the U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
has completed and submitted its “Report on Survey for Flood Control—Las 
Vegas Wash and Tributaries,” dated September 30, 1959, which has been ap- 
proved in Washington, D.C., February 16, 1960, by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Clark County Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention District has approved the aforesaid report and survey of the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, and has recommended two suggested changes therein; 
and 

Whereas each of the political subdivisions included within the boundaries 
of said district have heretofore determined that the best interests, public health, 
and general welfare of the inhabitants residing in said political subdivisions 
will be best served by the enactment of enabling legislation to authorize con- 
struction of the aforesaid watershed protection and flood prevention project 
for flood control purposes at the earliest practicable date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of commissioners of the city of Las Vegas does hereby 
approve and ratify, insofar as it may have the power so to do, the recommenda- 
tion and approval of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Pre 
vention District, by letter dated March 9, 1960, to the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, concerning the “Report on Survey for Flood Control—Las 
Vegas Wash and Tributaries,” dated September 80, 1959, as prepared and sub- 
mitted by the U.S. Army Engineers District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
and approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and does hereby 
request and urge each member of the Nevada congressional delegation in Wash- 
ington, D.C., to sponsor and secure enabling legislation for the construction of 
such flood control project, whether by special act of Congress, or by inclusion 
in the omnibus Rivers and Harbors Authorization Act in the present Congress 
and at the earliest practicable date. 

Unanimously passed, adopted and approved this 24th day of March 1960. 

OrRAN K. Craason, Mayor. 

Attest: 


Epwina M. Corer, City Clerk. 


CERTIFICATION OF COPY 
STATE OF NEVADA, 
County of Clark, ss: 
I, Edwina M. Cole, the duly elected, qualified, and acting city clerk, in and 
for the city of Las Vegas, county of Clark, State of Nevada, do hereby certify 


that the foregoing is a true, full, and correct copy of Resolution No. CC-2, 
adopted March 24, 1960. 


Now on file and of record in my office. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
the city of Las Vegas, Nev., the 30th day of March 1960. 

[SEAL] Epwina M. Cots, City Clerk. 

JuLIE A. KELLEy, Deputy. 

Senator Bretr. A water conservation and flood control district has 
been established in Clark County as provided by State of Nevada 
statutes and is ready to proceed as the local entity. I have with 
me resolutions from these bodies and at the conclusion of my remarks 
I would appreciate the inclusion of these resolutions within the official 
record. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the county of Clark is a political subdivision existing under and by 
virtue of the laws of the State of Nevada and is included within the boundaries 
of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention District; and 
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Whereas the U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, 
has completed and submitted its “Report on Survey for Flood Control—Las 
Vegas Wash and Tributaries,” dated September 30, 1959, which has been approved 
in Washington, D.C., February 16, 1960, by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Clark County Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention District has approved the aforesaid report and survey 
of the U.S. Corps of Engineers, and has recommended two suggested changes 
therein; and 

Whereas each of the political subdivisions included within the boundaries 
of said district have heretofore determined that the best interests, public health, 
and general welfare, of the inhabitants residing in said political subdivisions 
will be best served by the enactment of enabling legislation to authorize con- 
struction of the aforesaid watershed protection and flood prevention project for 
flood control purposes at the earliest practicable date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Clark County Commissioners does hereby approve 
and ratify, insofar as it may have the power so to do, the recommendation 
and approval of the Clark County Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
District concerning the “Report on Survey for Flood Control—Las Vegas Wash 
and Tributaries,” dated September 30, 1959, as prepared and submitted by the 
U.S. Army Engineers District, Los Angeles, Corps of Engineers, and approved 
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and does hereby request 
and urge each member of the Nevada congressional delegation in Washington, 
D.C., to sponsor and secure enabling legislation for the construction of such 
flood control project, where by special act of Congress, or by inclusion in the 
omnibus Rivers and Harbors Authorization Act in the present Congress and at 
the earliest practicable date. 
Unanimously passed, adopted, and approved this 24th day of March 1960. 

BoarD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
HarLEY E. Harmon, Chairman. 
Attest: 
HELEN Scorr REeEp, 
Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners. 


Senator Brete. The State of Nevada has in recent years estab- 
lished within the Department of Conservation and Natur: al Resources, 
a revolving fund and has given this Department permission to nego- 
tiate with cities and flood control districts and advance funds to 
carry on preliminary surveys pursuant to the purchase of rights-of- 
way and other costs necessary under any flood-control plan. 

Just within the past week, I have been advised that the Clark 
County Water Conservation and Flood Control District, chairman of 
which is an eminent engineer and a former mayor of the city of 
Las Vegas, Mr. C. D. Baker, has, under existing State law, been 
granted a loan in the amount of $50,000 in order that this body may 
make immediate surveys prior to the purchase of private property 
within the confines of the proposed flood-detention works area. 

This is just one recognition of the urgency of getting this project 
underway. 

It is my hope that your committee, Mr. Chairman, will give most 
serious consic eetion to this proposal and include it within the 
omnibus public works bills. 

I might, with the Chair’s indulgence, and I would like to comment 
cn another project that has been completely approved. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Brete. It is a project known as Gleason Creek, in the 
vicinity of Ely in eastern Nevada in White Pine County. 

The survey was authorized in 1950. 

It is a project encompassing two small rivers which drain a sub- 
stantial area. One of the streams, Murry Creek, joins Gleason Creek 
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within the city of Ely, which is a community of some 5,000 to 6,000 
people, and serious floods have occurred in the past years which cause 
annual flood damage estimated at something in the neighborhood of 
$41,000. 

Local interests desire flood protection by means of a detention 
reservoir on Gleason Creek. 

Such an installation would prevent flood damage in the city of 
Ely, and the officials of the city of Ely are prepared to negotiate 
and furnish local costs in the amount of $35,000. 

The estimated cost to the Federal Government is $450,000; the 
average annual benefits are estimated at some $32,000, with a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.3 to 1. 

It is my hope that the approval will be given to this project. I 
believe that it has received complete clearance from the Bureau of 
the Budget and from all of the necessary agencies. 

I think before I conclude that it might be informative and helpful 
to indicate the population of Clark County. It is a population today 
of something in the neighborhood of 120,000 people, under their last 
estimate. 

The population has doubled in the last 10 years and, as the Engi- 
neers’ report and study shows, it is estimated that somewhere between 
1960 and 1984 it will at least have again doubled its population, so 
this is a very real problem to the people in that area. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Bible. 

Senator Brere. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Cannon? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD W. CANNON, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Cannon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Senate Public Works Subcom- 
mittee, you gentlemen considering this matter, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear before you. The purpose of my appearance here is 
to request that this committee add to the omnibus public works bill 
an amendment authorizing construction of a flood-control project for 
the greater Las Vegas area in Clark County, Nev. 

Under authority granted by Public Law 479, 82d Congress, ap- 
proved July 9, 1952, the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, has com- 
pleted an exploratory study to determine the feasibility of such a 
oe for Las Vegas Wash and tributaries in the vicinity of Las 

egas, Nev. 

First of all, may I commend the Corps of Engineers for the com- 
prehensiveness of this study and the excellence of the report. Its 
quality is typical, I am sure, of previous work of that organization. 

Before I discuss the recommendations of the report, I should like 
to give you some background information that has a direct bearing 
on the need for flood protection. 

The area reported by the flood control district includes Las Vegas, 
North Las Vegas, Henderson, Nellis Air Force Base, and some ad- 
joining unincorporated areas and comprising some 47,300 acres. As 
you know, Nevada is the fastest growing State in the West and 
southern Nevada is the fastest growing area in the State. Present 
population exceeds 100,000, which is more than double the 1950 figure. 
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This phenomenal growth rate has compounded the flood problem and 
the urgency of a solution. 

Reliable forecasts indicate that the population will more than 
double again by 1980. Any flood-control project to be acceptable 
would have to be so planned as to provide for this continued expan- 
sion. 

Southern Nevada has, in addition to extensive recreational facilities, 
the nucleus of a great industrial economy. The area is comprised of 
intensely developed urban commercial and industrial properties, rail- 
roads, utilities, streets and highways valued at approximately $600 
million, including over $230 million in residential property. The 
area also includes Nellis Air Force Base, which is the busiest airfield 
in the world. 

In addition, the McCarran Field is located within the boundaries 
of the district and serves five airlines with approximately 90 flights 
daily. 

There is little need to discuss in detail the information contained in 
the report except to point up that the history of flood damage justifies 
the construction of a flood-control project. 

Las Vegas Wash and tributaries provides drainage for over 1,590 
square miles of high desert and mountainous area. The damaging 
floods result from rains of cloudburst or thunderstorm types. Two 
floods in 1955 did $2,556,600 worth of tangible damage. 

I might add as a sidenote, Mr. Chairman, I happened to be one 
of those persons marooned in one of the floods in June of 1955, when I 
had personal and first-hand observation of the damage that was done. 

You saw waters go in the front door of houses and out the back 
door of houses in a stream the size of which we would certainly wel- 
come at any other time of year in that particular vicinity because we 
could well use that amount of water if we could just spread it out 
over a year’s time. 

Damage in other years has amounted to hundreds of thousands of 
dollars. The Corps has estimated that the average annual damage 
based on 1959 conditions and prices would be $750,000. 

In addition there is a great deal of intangible flood damage which 
is difficult to evaluate monetarily. Such intangible damages include 
the effect of interrupted normal community activities, loss of life, 
traflic slowdown and congestion, and the interruption of defense ma- 
terial production in industrial plants. 

The estimated total cost of the overall plan is $19,070,000. The 
Federal share would be $14,160,000 and the local share would be 
$4,910,000. 

Average annual costs, including $54,000 for operation, maintenance, 
and repair, are estimated at $823,700. Annual benefits reported in 
damages prevented are estimated at $980,000. This provides a bene- 
fit-cost ratio of 1.2. 

Local interests represented by the flood-control district have agreed 
by resolution to furnish the local participation. The interest of the 
State in this project is evidenced by the enactment of two bills during 
the past session of the State legislature. One bill provides that water- 
shed protection and flood prevention districts are political subdivi- 
sions of the State and authorizes boards of directors of such districts 
to acquire property by condemnation and to borrow money from the 
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State flood control revolving fund. The other bill provides for loans 
from the flood control revolving fund to political subdivisions for 
preliminary costs of flood control and other projects related thereto. 
I understand that such a loan has been approved. Mr. Hugh Sham- 
berger, director of the Nevada Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources, will give you information on this when he testifies, 

As of today, all of the Federal agencies having an interest in this 
project have furnished their favorable comments to the Corps of 
Engineers. In light of these factors and the vivid statistics in the 
district engineer’s report, it seems to me to be very sound to include 
in the omnibus bill before this committee an amendment to authorize 
construction of the flood-control project at Las Vegas Wash and 
tributaries. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to comment on the project 
at Ely, Nev., which Senator Bible mentioned. 

As he stated, Ely has a population of something in excess of 5,000 
people. It is the county seat of White Pine County, Nev., and serves 
as the business and community center of a rather extensive livestock- 
raising area and copper mining industry. 

Past recorded flood damage has been as high as $230,000 for one 
flood. The Corps of Engineers has estimated the annual average 
damage at. $41,500. The floods result from either cloudbursts or ex- 
cessive runoff from rapid snowmelt in the area drained by Gleason 
Creek. Gleason Creek drains a 55-square-mile area and the average 
drop per mile is 25 feet as the creek approaches the city. 

Local interests propose, and the Corps of Engineers agrees, that 
the best protection would be obtained by the construction of a deten- 
tion reservoir 7 miles northeast of Ely on Gleason Creek. This reser- 
voir would limit the outlet to an amount which could be handled by 
existing drainage facilities. 

The estimated cost of this project is $530,000, which includes 
$45,000 for preauthorization studies. The annual charges are esti- 
mated at $24,000, which includes $5,300 for maintenance, operation, 
and replacement. The average annual benefits are estimated at 
$32,000, providing a benefit-cost ratio of 1.3, as Senator Bible testi- 
fied to. 

Local officials have expressed their willingness and their ability to 
furnish the required amount of local participation. 

May I request, Mr. Chairman, that careful consideration be given 
to the benefits which would result from construction of this project 
and ask that you include it as part of the omnibus flood control bill. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Bible and Senator Cannon. 

The committee will give every possible consideration to what you 
have said. 

Senator Birnie. Mr. Shamberger is the director of the Nevada State 
Department. of Conservation and Natural Resources, and he has a 
very short statement that we would like to have him present, with the 
indulgence of the committee. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Shamberger. 
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STATEMENT OF HUGH A. SHAMBERGER, NEVADA STATE DEPART- 
MENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Suampercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Hugh A. Shamberger, and I reside at Carson City, 
Nev. I am director of the department of conservation and natural 
resources. This department was created in 1957 and has as one of 
its primary objectives to coordinate all studies in the State concerned 
with the supply, development, use, and conservation of water. There 
are a number of divisions under this department, including the divi- 
sion of water resources headed by the State engineer. 

Prior to 1957 and since 1935 I was connected with the office of the 
State engineer, and from 1951 to 1957 was State engineer of Nevada. 

I have previously submitted a statement on behalf of Gov. Grant 
Sawyer, and my statement today is in the nature of a supplemental 
statement. 

At a meeting in Las Vegas, Nev., on April 15, 1960, which was 
called by the Clark County Water Conservation and Flood Control 
District, and which was attended by representatives of Clark County, 
the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Henderson, I was 
asked to appear in their behalf at this hearing. 

This proposed flood-control project has the full support of the 
several governmental agencies in Clark County. Resolutions have 
been made to this effect. by Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las 
Vegas, and Henderson. The project is considered as being absolutely 
essential for the welfare of this rapidly growing area. 

It. is extremely important that steps be given to acquire the neces- 
sary rights-of-way for the flood-control works. The Corps of Engi- 
neers has estimated rights-of-way costs to be over $414 million. 
Each year of delay in obtaining the rights-of-way could well add a 
quarter of a million dollars to the non-Federal costs due to develop- 
ment. 

The diversion levee, being about 11 miles in length and lying west 
of the Union Pacific Railroad and the Las Vegas “strip” area, is in 
an area now almost completely covered with 5-acre homesites, most of 
which have been patented. Homes are being constructed at a rapid 
rate, and unless the rights-of-way can be acquired before it is all cov- 
ered with homes, the cost of such rights-of-way will be increased 
many times. The exact course the levee will take through this area 
is not known until the Corps of Engineers make their final survey, 
and this won’t be done until after the project is authorized. 

From the railroad line and the “strip” area the floods would be 
channeled through the Flamingo Wash on down to the Las Vegas 
Wash and Lake Mead. This is a well-defined channel, and this loca- 
tion is not in doubt. The Clark County Water Conservation and 
Flood Control District. is taking steps to survey the rights-of-way 
and property lines along Flamingo Wash so that immediate steps 
can be taken to obtain the necessary lands. 

In 1959 the State legislature established a $250,000 flood control 
revolving fund under the supervision of my department. I can, 
with the approval of the Governor and the board of finance, loan 
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money to legal bodies for the purpose of providing immediate finan- 
cial assistance for planning, engineering, administration, acquisition 
of easements and rights-of-way, or other costs. The Clark County 
Water Conservation and Flood Control District made application for 
a loan for the purpose of making the necessary surveys in order to 
determine the legal description of the parcels of land needed for the 
project. Only last week the application was approved in the amount 
of $50,000, and the engineering studies are now going forward in 
areas where the location of the flood-control works is well defined. 

It is also the purpose of this survey to obtain the necessary in- 
formation so that the district will be in a position to submit to the 
voters this November the matter of a bond issue to provide money 
for the non-Federal costs. 

It is therefore of vital importance that this project be included 
in the bill now being considered so that the Corps of Engineers can 
definitely fix the location of the levee west of Las Vegas, which would 
then allow the district to proceed with its right-of-way surveys and 
plans for acquisition. 

Mr, Chairman, that concludes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Shamberger. 

Is there anything further, Senator Bible? 

Senator Brste. Mr. Chairman, I want to express the regrets of 
our Congressman, Walter Baring, who had intended being here to- 
day to testify in support of this project, and if the chairman would 
grant leave, I would like to— 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to have him file a statement in the 
next, week. 

Senator Brsrr. I would ask leave to file his statement. Thank 
you very much, Mr. Chairman. This is all we have to offer in sup- 
port of these projects. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. 

Senator Cannon. Mr. Chairman, I might state, as you know, we 
have not had clearance from the Budget Bureau on this, and if we 
can solicit the assistance of the committee in getting an early decision 
on that matter it might also be helpful. 

Senator Kerr. We will address a communication to the Budget 
Bureau and ask them if it is possible to expedite the matter and send 
their report down to us. 

Senator Cannon. Thank you very much. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Baring follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WALTER S. BARING, DEMOCRAT, OF NEVADA, BEFORE THE SENATE 
PUBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE ON THE LAS VEGAS WASH AND TRIBUTARIES FLOOD 
CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; my good friend, Hugh A. 
Shamberger, director of the Nevada State Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources, appeared before your committee on April 26, 1960, and 
made a supplemental statement to the statement previously submitted on be- 
half of Gov. Grant Sawyer, Governor of Nevada. 

I will not attempt, in any way, to outline the project because I know that 
experts have already testified in detail in this regard. I should like only to 
say that I recognize the need for it, and urge that the project be included in 
the bill now being considered in order that the Corps of Engineers can establish 
the location of the levee westerly of Las Vegas and proceed with its right-of- 
way surveys and other planning features. 

I appreciate this opportunity to express my views. Thank you. 
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Senator Kerr. Is Congressman Westland here ? 
Mr, WestLanp. Yes, sir. _ 
Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Westtanp. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which 
I have given to the reporter here, but I outa prefer to speak ex- 
temporaneously on it in the interests of brevity. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Westianp. First of all, I appreciate the opportunity of appear- 
ing before this committee in behalf of this Snohomish navigation 
project. 

It is one which has been approved by the Army Engineers, and 
they have come up with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 3 to 1. 

It has been approved by all Federal agencies, all interested agen- 
cies, including the Bureau of the Budget. It has been approved by 
all interested State agencies. 

It basically consists of dredging a channel that is 8 feet deep and 
150 feet. wide, plus some rectification works and a settling basin. 

Perhaps I might locate it for you. It is on the Snohomish River, 
which is at. the city of Everett, which is 30 miles north of Seattle, to 
give you a little better geographic idea. 

This is a wood products economy, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kurr. Say that again. 

Mr. Westianp. I say this is a wood products economy in this area, 
pulpwood, plywood and paper, kraft paper. They get these logs 
up the river by towing them to these various mills. 

There are five mills within the particular reach of this project, 
and due to extreme sedimentation these towboats cannot get up the 
river except on high tide, and they are hung up, they lose their rafts, 
and sometimes these mills have been short of logs and have practi- 
cally been forced to shut down, 

They would employ probably in the neighborhood of 3,000 men 
right in these 5 mills. A 1-day shutdown of two mills would be about 
$100,000 a day in value, 

Senator Kerr. Run that by again. 

Mr. Westianp. Yes, sir. I say a shutdown of a couple of mills 
for 1 day would be a loss of about $100,000. I think this is, perhaps, 
one of the reasons why the Corps of Engineers has come up with 
this 3-to-1 benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Actually there is verv little further I want to say on this. Again, 
perhaps to reiterate, that all Government agencies, including the 
Bureau of the Budget have approved this project, and I can only 
urge that. this committee will see fit to include it in the omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will give it every possible considera- 
tion, Congressman. We were glad to have you here. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you, sir. 
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(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JACK WESTLAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND 
DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON STATE 


Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before this committee to urge that the Snoho- 
mish River navigation project, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Army, be included in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill. Authorization of the 
project at this time will expedite improvements that are urgently needed to 
assure the economic growth of the Everett, Wash., area, to prevent further losses 
caused by shutdowns of manufacturing plants, and to prevent damage to vessels. 
My bill, H.R. 9386, would accomplish this purpose. 

I know you are aware of the role navigation plays in the economic life of 
communities such as Everett. This city is the chief industrial and commercial 
trade center for an area of about 2,100 square miles serving 100,000 people. Its 
main industrial activity is the manufacturing and processing of forest products. 
Other industries include commercial fishing, seafood processing, and farming. 

These local industries must have a channel at least 8 feet deep and 150 feet 
wide. They point out that existing shallow depths cause delays and damages 
which result in high vessel operation costs and prevents movements of com- 
modities by water to and from upstream plants. 

The Corps of Engineers plan provides for deepening the channel to 8 feet and 
widening it to 150 feet from 14th Street to the head of Steamboat Slough; pro- 
vide for a settling basin with a capacity of 1 million cubic yards, and provide 
for rectification works to reduce sedimentation downstream from Steamboat and 
Ebey Sloughs. 

Estimated cost of the project is $3,335,000, of which $335,000 or $310,000 will 
be the local share. Exact amount of this share depends upon the plan selected 
by local interests for disposal of dredge fill. 

Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence I would like to give specific examples 
why the people of Everett want to participate in this project. These examples 
also help explain why the project has the unusually high benefit-to-cost ratio 
of 8 to 1. 

One of the companies in Everett operates two lumber mills and a kraft pulp 
mill on the Snohomish River. Approximately 80 percent of the logs used in the 
three mills are transported by water from various points on Puget Sound. The 
rest are delivered by trucks. 

Another lumber manufacturer last year shipped 8.5 million feet of lumber on 
the river. Scows were towed down river to the bay at high tide. The tides 
seldom coincided with the loading time of the ship, so the barges were usually 
- on storage. This meant there was an extra charge of $60 a trip to and from 
the ship. 

In towing logs to the mill from storages at bayside, there are extra charges, 
also. The logs are moved off storage to the mouth of the river on one tide and 
brought to the mill on the next day’s tide. If there were deep water this could 
be done in one operation. 

One tughoat company finds that due to shallow depth which exists at low 
water, it is necessary to start work early on the rising tide. A high percentage 
of the work must be started in darkness, which reduces operating efficiency and 
increases operating costs due to excessive damage to equipment. This company 
has experienced considerable damage to the bottoms of its barges and to the 
propellers and hulls of its tugboats. Much of the damage is due to the hitting 
of dead heads and snags and by running aground. 

Inability to move logs to a manufacturer’s millpond inevitably results in the 
shutdown of a sawmill. This has happened to sawmills on the Snohomish when 
there wasn’t enough water to bring in logs. If two mills, averaging 930,000 
board feet of lumber a day worth $110 a thousand, closed for 2 days, the eco- 
nomic loss to the community would be $204,600. In addition there would be 
loss of production of chips, valued at $19,998; hog fuel worth $3,664, and pres- 
to-logs worth $5,256. This is an additional loss of $28,918 for 2 days’ shutdown. 

Considering the loss of production of all manufactured products by these 
mills, the economic loss would total $233,518. 

Another factor should be considered. When the time comes when it is im- 
possible to transport logs to the mills by water, the forest-products industry 
must shut its mills. This is a danger that increases every time channel improve- 
ment are delayed. The real danger, it seems to me, is the possibility of many 
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persons losing their jobs. This will mean a substantial loss of payroll for not 
only the employees, but also the merchants in the area. 

Completion of the Snohomish River project would mean reduction in losses 
and handling costs, transportation savings, and savings in mill operations. In 
addition, the improvements would mean savings to commercial fish processors. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and this committee for giving me this 
opportunity to urge the authorization of improvements to navigation on the 
Snohomish River. 


Senator Kerr. Is Mr. McIntire here? His statement will be filed. 
(The prepared statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., PRESENTED 
BY JOSEPH W. MCINTYRE 


The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a national association of 
U.S. steamship companies operating approximately 6,200,000 gross tons of 
U.S.-flag passenger, tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in the domestic and 
foreign trades of the United States. Our member companies operate nearly 70 
percent of the oceangoing tonnage registered under the U.S. flag. 

The institute is grateful for the opportunity afforded of presenting its views 
and recommendations in support of river and harbor improvement projects 
which should be authorized by H.R. 7634 and which are of interest to our 
member companies from the standpoint of safer and more economical and 
expeditious navigation of oceangoing vessels, particularly large deep-draft 
tankers and ore carriers. We support the improvement projects which would 
be authorized by H.R. 7634 in the following harbors: Pascagoula Harbor, Miss. ; 
Everglades Harbor and Miami Harbor, Fla., and Kahului Harbor, Island of 
Maui, Hawaii. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway has a controlling depth of 27 feet from Montreal 
to Lake Erie. Accordingly, it has become necessary to embark upon an extensive 
program of navigation improvements in the Great Lakes connecting channels 
and harbors in order to more adequately accomodate the increased commerce 
and deep-draft oceangoing vessels entering Great Lakes ports as the result 
of the opening of the Seaway in April 1959. The improvement program is 
planned so as to provide a controlling depth of 27 feet in all the channels be- 
tween the Lakes above Lakes Erie by June 1962. The entire improvement 
project is planned for completion by 1963. 

Certain of our member companies commenced the operation of their ocean- 
going vessels through the St. Lawrence Seaway to ports on the Great Lakes 
in 1959. Other member companies are giving serious consideration to enter- 
ing this trade. The Institute, therefore, supports the authorization of the 18 
Great Lakes harbor improvement projects contained in H.R. 7634. 

We also strongly urge incorporation in H.R. 7634 of the following improve- 
ment projects which have been approved in accordance with legally established 
procedures and submitted to Congress by the Secretary of the Army without 
objection by the Bureau of the Budget. 


Wilmington Harbor (Christina River), Del. 


The improvement project for this harbor would provide for a channel 35 feet 
deep and 400 feet wide from the Delaware River Ship Channel to the Lobdell 
Canal and a turning basin of the same depth opposite the Wilmington Marine 
Terminal 200 feet wide, 2,900 feet long on the north side of the channel, and 
2,000 feet long on the north side of the turning basin, at an estimated cost of 
$351,000. 

The accomplishment of the above improvements would reduce considerably 
the time lost and expenses incurred by oceangoing vessels of Our member com- 
panies and others in awaiting suitable tides to enter the Christina River on the 
way to Wilmington Harbor and in turning their vessels in the area off the Wil- 
mington Marine Terminal. While the existing project depth of 30 feet for the 
channel and the limited dimensions of the present turning basin were ade- 
quate for the smaller vessels navigating to Wilmington in 1930 when the project 
was authorized, these dimensions are by no means adequate for the larger 
deep-draft vessels now operating to the terminal in Wilmington Harbor, Del. 
The improvements recommended in the report of the Secretary of the Army 
to Congress are therefore sorely needed and should be incorporated in H.R. 7634. 
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Palm Beach Harbor, Fla. 


Subsequent to the passage of H.R. 7634 by the House on July 16, 1959, the 
Secretary of the Army by letter, dated December 4, 1959, transmitted to the 
Speaker of the House the favorable report of the Chief of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army, with respect to navigation improvements that should be 
made in Palm Beach Harbor, Fla. This report was referred to the House 
Jommittee on Public Works on December 14 and published as House Document 
283, 86th Congress. 

The Chief of Engineers, upon the recommendation of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and tlarbors, has recommended modification of the existing project 
for Palm Beach Harbor to provide for an entrance channel 35 feet deep and 400 
feet wide merging with an inner channel 33 feet deep and 300 feet wide, thence 
flaring into a turning basin, generally rectangular in shape, 1,400 feet north- 
south along the side next to the berthing area by a minimum of 1,210 feet east- 
west, at an estimated cost of $5,466,000, provided local interests agree, among 
other things, to contribute 8.9 percent of the construction cost. 

It has been well established that the above improvements are needed to take 
care of increased commerce and more adequately accommodate large vessels that 
are now and will in the future be operating into Palm Beach Harbor. A number 
of these vessels are operated by our member companies. The improvements 
will result in savings in transportation costs. The consumer price structure is, 
of course, determined by various factors, one of which is the cost of transport- 
ing products to consumer delivery points. We, therefore, strongly recommend 
that the Palm Beach Harbor, Fla., improvement project be incorporated for 
authorization purposes in H.R. 7684. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., also recommends inclusion 
in H.R. 7684 of authorization for the navigation improvements recommended 
(1) in the report of the Chief of Engineers on Milwaukee Harbor, Wis., which 
was referred to the House Committee on Public Works on December 14, 1959, 
und published in House Document 285 (86th Cong.), and (2) in the interim 
report of the Chief of Engineers with respect to the Trenton Channel portion 
of the Detroit River, Mich., which was referred to the House Committee on 
Public Works on February 1 of this year and published in House Document 319 
(86th Cong.), 


Your favorable consideration of our recommendations will be very much 
appreciated, 

Senator Kerr. Col. Doswell EF. Gullatt, assistant to the vice presi- 
dent, Association of American Railroads. 

Colonel Guixiatr. Mr. Chairman, I want to take this occasion to 
thank you for the opportunity of testifying for and in behalf of the 
operating railroads in the areas which are affected by these projects, 


which have representatives here which I would like to introduce to 
you. 


Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Colonel Gutiatt. I would like to say that we are, our association is, 
opposed to the inclusion of the amendment to H.R. 7634 proposed by 
Mr. Dirksen which includes the duplicate locks on the Illinois Water- 
way, and also the amendment proposed by Senator Long and Senator 
Ellender to H.R. 7634, which is the change in the present project of 
the Ouachita-Black Rivers. 

Our witnesses here today are witnesses who are from the operating 
railroads in the area, and we will try to give you the backgrounds 
and reasons for our opposition to these projects. 

Senator Krrr. Very good. 

Colonel Gutuarr. First, I would like to present Mr. Thompson, 


who is a waterway analyst with the Association of American Rail- 
roads. 
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STATEMENT OF C. N. THOMPSON, WATERWAYS ANALYST, 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Tuomrson. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. N. Thompson. My 
position is that of waterways analyst, Association of American Rail- 
roads, with offices in the Transportation Building, Washington, D.C. 

For about 12 years prior to my employment by the Association of 
American Railroads, I was transportation economist, Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors, and served as consultant and adviser to 
the various division and district. offices of the Corps of Engineers in 
their evaluation of navigation projects. 

I appreciate the time granted to me to briefly discuss the merits of 
Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project. 

Since I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, I should like 
to file it with the committee and let it be made a part of and printed 
in the record and make only one or two comments in connection with it. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Trrompson. I merely want to point up two or three instances in 
which I will show that the economic justification claimed for this 
project has not been found. 

The first of these is that the history of the existing waterway 
throughout the 32-year period from 1927 to 1958, during which the 
commercial traffic whieh was generated was not sufficient to even 
justify the annual maintenance charges. In support of that statement 
I refer to the annual report of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army. 

The citations in my prepared statement show that the benefit-to-cost 
ratio of this project Detaa the period 1929-48 was 0.031 to 1, and 
for the period 1949-58 the benefit-cost ratio only 0.24 to 1. 

Further in that connection the existing working capacity of the 
Ouachita-Black Rivers during the year 1958 was only utilized to the 
extent of only 18 percent, and should the 950,000 tons annually which 
the corps contemplates will utilize the waterway by the improvement 
recommended, this would only require about 50 percent utilization of 
the existing capacity. 

In connection with that, a representative for the Ouachita River 
Valley Association testified before the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee during the 84th Congress, 2d session, concerning the rail-rate 
structures and commerce to and from the-Ouachita River Basin, and 
indicated that the rail rates and truck rates were on such a low level, 
some of them even to the extent of being less than the barge rates, 
that it was difficult to commit the development of trafic thereon, and 
that accounted for the inability of the local interests to develop any 
commitments for tonnages attributable to the waterway. 

There is just one other statement. In the corps’ report, which is 

resently before this committee, the corps found that while economic 
Justification for perpetuating the existing project could not be justified 
by an expenditure of $9,480,000, it contends that, by the expenditure 
of $43,590,000 this volume of traffic, 935,000 tons, should be considered 
as available for utilizing the waterway. 

In view of the facts that I have recited and those contained in my 
statement, it is the position of the railroad industry, through the Asso- 
ciation of American Railroads for which I speak, that this project 
should not be authorized. 
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I believe that concludes my statement. 
Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Thompson. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Thompson follows :) 


STATEMENT oF C, N. THOMPSON, WATERWAYS ANALYST, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN 
RAILROADS 


My name is ©. N. Thompson. My position is that of waterways analyst, Asso- 
ciation of American Railroads with offices in the Transportation Building, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

For about 12 years prior to my employment by the Association of American 
Railroads, I was transportation economist, Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, and served as consultant and adviser to the various division and district 
offices of the Corps of Engineers in their evaluation of navigation projects. 

I appreciate the time granted to me to briefly discuss the merits of the 
Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project. 

The testimony which I propose to give before this committee today will relate 
to the economic justification claimed by the Corps of Engineers for modification 
of the existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project, which has been esti- 
mated to cost $43,590,000. The report of the Corps of Engineers which contains 
this recommendation indicates that it has departed from the generally recog- 
nized analytical procedures applicable to the evaluation of navigation projects. 

One example of the results achieved by the exercise of such anomalous evalu- 
ation procedures is that the Corps of Engineers, while conceding its inability to 
develop sufficient economic justification for a Federal expenditures of $9,480,000 
to perpetuate the existing waterway, which has never generated enough com- 
mercial traffic to justify even the annual maintenance cost, contends that it has 
found sufficient economic justification to warrant a Federal expenditure of 
$48,590,000 to further improve this waterway. 

The railroad industry, through the Association of American Railroads for 
which I speak, is opposed to congressional authorization of the Ouachita-Black 
Rivers navigation project as recommended by the Corps of Engineers and as con- 
curred in by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief 
of Engineers, U.S. Army. The validity of this opposition rests upon a series 
of facts, which I shall now identify, document, and discuss in the time allotted 
to me by this committee. 

One of the major facts which supports the opposition of the railroad industry 
to the authorization recommended by the Corps of Engineers is the failure of 
the existing navigation project to ever generate enough commercial traffic 
throughout the 32-year period 1927-58 to justify even the average annual mainte- 
nance cost, to say nothing of the annual amortization and interest charges. For 
a confirmation of this fact, I refer to page 284, part I, volume 8, of the “Annual 
Report, Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army,” for the year 1951, and to page 8 of the 
analysis of the Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project, prepared by the rail- 
road industry and filed with the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on 
January 4, 1960. These citations show that the benefit-cost ratio of the existing 
project was 0.031 to 1 for the period 1929-48, and 0.024 to 1 for the period 1949- 
58. In addition thereto and by reference to page 14 of the railroad industry’s 
analysis, it may be noted that the existing navigation project was utilized to 
only 18 percent of its physical working capacity during the year 1958, the most 
recent year for which statistics have been made public. None of these facts has 
been refuted by the Corps of Engineers, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, or the Chief of Engineers. The only reference that has ever been made 
to the railroad industry’s analysis of the economic justification claimed by the 
Corps of Engineers to support its recommendation to this committee appears in 
paragraph 13, page 6, of the review report issued on this project by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Another major fact which supports the opposition of the railroad industry to 
the authorization recommended to this committee by the Corps of Engineers ap- 
pears on pages 2015-2016 of the hearings held by the Subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 84th Congress, 2d session. 
There a witness for the Ouchita River Valley Association testified in part to the 
effect that: “* * * Rail and truck rates on many commodities moving into and 
out of the Ouchita River Basin are favorable to the point that many approach and 
some are even lower than the cheapest barge rates. * * *. Because of the favor- 
able freight rate structures on many commodities susceptible to barge movement, 
it is hard to pledge tonnage on the Ouachita River.* * *” 
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Notwithstanding the clear and unmistakable meaning of those statements by 
a witness for the proponents, the gist of which is concurred in by the railroad 
industry, the Corps of Engineers, supported by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers, contends that by expending $43,590,000 
for additional navigation improvements, the average annual commerce on the 
Ouchita-Black Rivers throughout the 50-year period 1966-2015 will amount to 
935,000 tons, and the average annual transportation savings thereon, which would 
accrue to shippers, will amount to $3,363,000, which when related to the average 
annual charges stated by the Corps of Engineers as $2,498,000 produces a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.35 to 1. These findings, it is submitted, have not been substantiated 
by the Corps of Engineers by an identification of the tonnages claimed on an 
origin and destination basis, together with the rates used to establish the sav- 
ings differentials applied thereto. Aside from the fact that these data have never 
been made public by the Corps of Engineers, it has denied permission to repre- 
sentatives of the railroad industry to even examine them as recently as Novem- 
ber 2, 1959. Certainly the suppression of data upon which the Corps of Engineers 
purportedly relied in the development of the economic justification claimed for 
this project and used to support its recommendation to this committee is not an 
action which tends to confirm the validity thereof. 

Further in this connection and as a means of showing that no bona fide 
economic justification has been established by the Corps of Engineers to warrant 
an additional Federal expenditure of $43,590,000 to further improve this project 
for navigation purposes, reference is made to pages A-10, A-13, and 26 of its 
evaluation report. There it is conceded by the Corps of Engineers that insofar 
as the movement of methanol is concerned, no greater “quantity would have 
moved on and improved waterway had it been available” than that which moved 
on the existing waterway in 1958. In addition thereto, the Corps of Engineers 
concedes that “the increased future traffic does not warrant larger tows” than 
those presently utilizing the existing waterway. The Corps of Engineers also 
concedes that a tow of sulfur will be no greater in size or weight by use of the 
recommended improvement than by use of the existing project. A tow will 
consist of one barge 240 feet by 45 feet with a cargo of 1,000 tons. 

Aside from all these facts, however, the corps specically states on page 26, 
paragraph 47, of its economic analysis that : 

“Construction of the improvements proposed under plan D would retain 
the basic savings of $3.18 per ton on potential 1958 traffic, and, in addition 
thereto, would produce incremental benefits of $0.05 per ton because of lock 
mechanization; $0.08 per ton because of channel realinement; and $0.65 
per ton because of increased loading and larger locks; or a total estimated 
benefit of $3.96 per ton.” 

The very fact that the Corps of Engineers concedes that the so-called average 
savings of $3.18 per ton claimed for the existing waterway will be no greater 
after than before a Federal expenditure of $48,590,000, emphasizes the invalidity 
of the economic justification claimed to support its recommendation to this 
committee. Thus it is quite obvious that the only benefits properly creditable 
to this project would be those which would result from the application of the 
78 cents per ton increment, by reason of changing the navigation depth from 6% 
to 9 feet, eliminating some of the river bends and mechanizing the locks. In 
this connection and if it be assumed, though categorically denied, that the aver- 
age annual volume of commerce would aggregate 935,000 tons, the volume 
Claimed by the Corps of Engineers throughout the 50-year period, and the 78 
cents per ton is applied thereto, the aggregate annual savings would not exceed 
$729,000, which, if applied to the average annual charges stated as $2,498,000, 
would produce a benefit-cost ratio (of 0.29 to 1) substantially less than unity. 

Notwithstanding the lack of any bona fide economic justification for the large 
additional Federal expenditure on this project, it is pointed out that local in- 
terests have not given to the Corps of Engineers the usual hold and save assur- 
ances, and the Corps of Engineers has disregarded the views expressed to it in a 
letter from the Ouachita River Valley Association on October 3, 1957, and in- 
cluded a 5-year contingent proviso in its recommendation, even though the letter 
cited contained statements to the effect that : 

“The Ouachita River Valley Association is of the opinion that local in- 
terests cannot and should not furnish the rights of way, easements, and 
flowage rights for the approximately 12,000 acres required in increasing 
the navigation pools nor the damages that might occur to the approximately 
16,000 acres by raising the subterranean water level.” 


44845 O—60—pt. 3-37 
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In summary, it is quite clearly evident that even if it be assumed, though 
not conceded, that the average annual volume of traffic aggregating 935,000 tons 
would obtain during the 50-year period 1966-2015, as claimed by the Corps of 
Engineers, this would require only a 50 percent utilization of the physical work- 
ing capacity of the existing waterway, which already affords 9-foot navigation 
depths throughout a large part of each year. This single but irrefutable fact 
confirms the lack of any necessity for the additional Federal expenditure of 
$43,590,000, recommended by the Corps of Engineers, for further improvement of 
the existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project, which, during the 32- 
year period 1927-58, has failed to generate enough commercial traffic to justify 
even the annual maintenance costs. 

In view of the facts that I have cited and documented and the unwillingness 
of the Corps of Engineers to make public, or even permit an examination of, 
the underlying data used to support its recommendation to this committee for 
the authorization of a project which presently has been estimated to cost the 
Federal Government, and ultimately the taxpayers, $43,590,000, it is submitted 
that in addition to the disapproval thereof, this committee should be disinclined 
to consider for ultimate congressional action any reports and recommendations 
made by the Corps of Engineers which are not substantiated by appendices 
showing the backup data in detail, upon which its recommendations are 
predicated. 


Aprit 26, 1960. 


Colonel Gutiatrr. Our next witness is Mr. Binder, representing the 
railroads operating in the area of St. Louis. 

Senator tan. All right, Mr. Binder. 

As I-understand Mr. Thompson’s position he represents the Asso- 
ciation of American Railroads, and Mr. Binder represents the rail- 
roads operating in a certain area? 


STATEMENT OF C. J. BINDER, REPRESENTING OPERATING 
RAILROADS IN THE AREA, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Binper. Senator, I represent the railroads operating in what 
is known as zone 13, dealing with waterway matters. 

Senator Kerr. Would you put the names of those people in the 
record, Mr. Binder ? 

Mr. Binper. Yes, sir. Those are the Rock Island, Cotton Belt, 
the Illinois Central, Missouri Pacific. Those are the main railroads. 
There are some smaller ones, sir. 

Mr. Senator and members of the committee, I heard the Honora- 
ble Congressman from Arkansas testify, and I agree with the Con- 
gressman that the Ouachita River has, perhaps, had more considera- 
tion than most rivers in this country. 

Going through my mind in reading the reports, and I have done 
a lot of that, I am convinced that one of the reasons that it became 
necessary to give it that wide coverage on all levels of authority was 
that the river, since its inception as a developed project, has never 
justified the funds committed to its creation nor the funds used to 
maintain it. 

I would like to indulge in just a little history of this, and I will do 
it very briefly. 

Back in the early thirties, the project had -its first consideration, 
and that is reported in House Document 196 of the 73d Congress, 
2d session. 

There they showed that the average tonnage over the waterway for 
6 years, 1924 to 1929, was 350.291 tons. 

The tonnage for 1929 was 456,542 tons 
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Now, that is an important figure in my mind because in 1958 the 
tonnage used by the Engineers in their study was 338,000 on a pre- 
liminary basis. The actual tonnage moving was 325,322. 

Senator Kerr. In 1958? 

Mr. Binper. 1958. 

Now, in 1959 we developed from the —_ the preliminary figures 
for a 9-month period and adjusted those figures up to and including 
the 12 months of 1959, and came up with 311 000 tons. 

Senator Kerr. How does that traffic move 4 

Mr. Brnper. Sir? 

Senator Kerr. Barges? 

Mr. Bryver. This is all barge traffic; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Binper. Well, 311,000 tons is what we adjusted it to, but 
from some reports I ‘have it appears that the actual tonnage moving 
last. year was much under the year before, somewhere around 277,000 
or 280,000, if my figures and information are correct. 

When they moved the 456,000 tons in 1929, this matter was before 
the authorities, and they developed that for the segment of the river 
below the pool 5 which included the three lower locks, that the 
project failed to meet interest charges. It earned 2.9 percent; the 
interest charge then was 5 percent. 

Most of the project north of that failed to even meet the mainte- 
nance charges. 

Well, the authority took the position that if they let this waterway 
continue that in the course of time enough tonnage would develop to 
justify the 5 percent interest carrying charges allotted to it. ‘That 
information, that tonnage, as I stated, has never materialized. 

Now, in that period “between 1947 and 1949, the corps first con- 
sidered this matter of converting the stream from 614-foot to a 9-foot 
channel. 

The District Engineer, as set forth in Senate Document 117, report 
of the 81st. Congress, 1st session, made a study of it and came up with 
the suggestion that a 9-foot channel, by changing the locks from five 
26-foot length structures to those of five 25-foot structures, might 
prove or would prove physically feasible. 

As I say, the district engineer said that this conversion would 
prove physically feasible at a cost of $7,900,000, with maintenance 
charges of $379,000, and carrying charges annually of $451,000. 

However , they had their doubts as to the tonnage which that would 
generate, and there was so much in doubt that they finally resolved 
their doubts, the district people did, by suggesting that instead of 
spending that money they would improve the 61-foot project which 
would cause an outlay of $400,000, and annual carrying charges of 

$22,000, with a benefit ratio of 2 to 1. 

This action was concurred in by the division engineer, but when it 
got to the Board of Rivers and Harbors, they elected to recommend 
spending of about $14 million, with hi: If a million dollars operating 
charges, ; and $1,165,000 for carrying charges. 

Now, at that hearing before both the | district and the Board, the 
local interests claimed a tonnage of 1,248,000 tons. 

The Board saw that was too high, and they cut it down to 430,000 
tons. 

The district engineer who considered it previously, had cut. it down 
to 479,000, so there is a difference of 40,000 tons there, and yet. the dis- 
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trict engineer having the same facts said the estimated savings would 
be $759,000 or $1.59 a ton, whereas the Board in this short period that 
intervened between the two reporis came up with the idea that the 
savings would be $3.52 a ton. 

Senator Kerr. That is the Rivers and Harbors Board ? 

Mr. Brnper. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Brinver. In 1957 or 1958 the subject was again considered, and 
that is shown in review report of October 28, 1957, revised February 
24, 1958. 

In that consideration the Engineers considered three plans, one plan 
calling for an expenditure of $48 million, another for an expenditure 
of $45.5 million; and these were immediately rejected by the corps 
because they exceeded the cost of $21,700,000 estimated for the com- 
prehensive plan contained in the Senate Document 117, which had an 
apparent benefit-cost ratio of less than unity. 

So they took the third plan. That called for an expenditure of $19 
million, annual maintenance and operation costs $550,000, and carry- 
ing charges of $1,300,000. 

Now, at that time the local interests claimed a tonnage of 2,340,000 
tons. This was cut down by the Engineers to 707,000, 

Now we have no criticism with the work the Engineers do. We 
think they do a wonderful job. I think they do not have to bow to 
anybody about construction and building these wonderful plants they 
build. 

But I do challenge their method and the results they come up with 
through their method of analyzing the tonnage and arriving at the 
savings. 

Now, take this particular case I am talking about. They used an 
ingenious way of arriving at this cost. They said that, “Here we have 
an old plant, we are going to substitute a new plant ‘for it, so there 
is a considerable savings there, and that saving amounts to about 
$475,000 a year,” and they added that to the savings from the tonnage 
which they ev aluated. 

That seems to me an unusual way of treating a situation of this 
kind. Now, it might be all right in certain instances, but here was a 
situation where the river has never even come close to—the river has 
never been utilized anywhere near close to its carrying capacity, and 
in those circumstances I think it was absolutely wrong to use that 
method of arriving at savings. The tonnage was, in my opinion, very 
grossly overstated. 

Now, to give an idea of some of the overstatements in revenue, and 
I am just going to take one or two of them, they use Methanol. 
Methanol was one of the commodities they said did not need a 9-foot 
channel, and yet under this system of using incremental savings on 
traffic that was on the river and full savings on traffic not previously 
on the river, they came up with this difference, 39 cents incremental 
savings and $4.25 full savings; and yet this Methanol was a commodity 
that they said did not need a 9-foot channel, and the hike up to $4.25 
was because they w ere making a 9-foot channel. 

Anhydrous ammonia 39 cents versus $6.35, incremental versus full 
savings. 

Aqua ammonia, 32 cents versus $2; sulfur, 39 cents versus $2.24. 

I believe the very statement. in those figures must show how they 
were used ; there was an inflation in the picture. 
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Now, the next report, and that was the one before the committee 
now, is the one of May 15, revised July—May 15, 1959, revised July 31, 
1959, and further revised September 9, 1960. 

Senator Kerr. When? 

Mr. Brnver. September 9, 1960. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that takes quite a little doing. 

Mr. Binper. I am sorry, 1959. I will tell you where I got that. I 
probably got it off their report, and they probably have it, unless it 
was February. Iam sorry, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Kerr. That is all right. I will tell you right now, I am 
amazed at the ability of witnesses to a and analyze and 
present such a maze of technical data and information with as few 
mistakes, so that is all right. 

Mr. Brnver. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I want to be sure I heard it right. 

Mr. Binver. This latest project calls for construction costs initially 
of $45 million. We know they never meet those initial costs because 
prices rise. 

Now, $45 million, that is a greater sum than the project that was 
rejected just about a year eles by the Engineers because it was 
greater than the $21 million that the Senate report said should not be 
adopted because it was too high and called for savings less than unity. 

Senator Kerr. What Senate report was that? 

Mr. Binper. That was Senate Document No. 117. 

Senate Kerr. Senate document, not the Senate report. 

Mr. Binper. Senate document. 

This $45 million called for maintenance and operation expenses of 
$750,000, and here the reviewing body analyzed 1,300,000 tons of com- 
merce and said that if there had been a 9-foot channel existent in 1958 
rather than the 338,000 which happened to be actually 325,000 tons 
that moved, 451,800 tons would move. 

Well, in 1959, as I said, they did not even approach that. 

Now, this 451,000, that does not even approach the figure that 
moved over the waterway on a 6-foot channel, 614-foot channel, back 
in 1929. 

Several places along the line, as I have stated, the Board suggested 
a 614-foot channel be rehabilitated in such a fashion as to call for 
navigation over a 9-foot stream 90 percent of the time. 

They even had that under consideration in this last review report, 
and they estimated that was a 614-foot channel under that certain 
plan, plan A, as they designated it, the tonnage expectancy would, in 
50 years, go to 635,000 tons or an average of 528,000 tons. 

I think if there is any money being expended that is where they 

ought to start, to see whether this project will ever develop some ton- 
nage. But I still do not feel that is the proper approach to it. 
_ I think there has been too much money spent on the waterway as 
it is. But justification for a 9-foot channel, 90 percent of the time, 
by rehabilitating the 614-foot channel, there is nothing unusual about 
a waterway being restricted to less than a calendar year’s time for 
service. 

One of the biggest waterways in this world is the Mississippi River 
north of St. Louis, and yet they just have a 67-percent available ship- 
ping season. 

That is all T have in mind, Mr. Chairman. 
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T would like to present this report which goes into detail on these 

various phases I have talked about, and if I might put it in the 
record for reference, at least, I would appreciate it. 

Senator Kerr. Let me see it here, will you please? 

Mr. Binper. You have already seen it, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I could not tell it from here. 

Is the smaller pamphlet you just handed me a digest of the larger! 

Mr. Binper. No, sir. That is a digest. of the earlier report. 

Senator Kerr. I see. This will be ace epted and filed with the 
record. 

(The pamphlet referred to follows :) 


OvaAcHITA RIvER NAVIGATION PROJECT 


An- Analysis of the Review Report of the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, on the 
Ouachita River, Arkansas-Louisiana 


The Review Report issued on October 28, 1957, revised on February 24, 1958; 
Association of American Railroads Special Committee on Ouachita River 
Waterway project, W. B. Throckmorton, J. M. Lowry, ©. J. Bindner, W. H. 
Hobbs 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 


This analysis of the “Review Report” issued by the Corps of Engineers on 
the Ouachita River shows that: 

1. The Corps of Engineers has assumed that there has been full amortization 
of the $5.3 million of Federal funds heretofore expended to provide the existing 
project, despite the fact that the annual savings that have been claimed each 
year throughout the 30 years during which the project has existed have never 
been sufficient to cover even the maintenance and operating costs. 

2. The potential commerce and savings attributed to the Ouachita River by 
the Corps of Engineers as justification for the proposed navigation improvement 
are overstated, unsubstantiated, and erroneously computed. 

3. For every dollar of public money spent on this project only 20 cents will 
be returned as benefits. In other words the benefit to cost ratio will not be 
greater than 0.20 to 1. 

4. In order to justify the proposed improvement, two ingenious hypotheses 
were used to develop an additional erroneous savings of $457,000 which were 
attributed to advanced replacement of the existing improvements. 

5. The existing navigation facilities afford a physical working capacity to 
an extent far greater than the estimated average annual commerce (850,900 
tons) claimed by the Corps of Engineers for the improved facility. 

6. Neither the Ouachita River Valley Association nor the so-called local in- 
terests (p. 15) will furnish such “rights of way, easements, or flowage rights 
in connection with raising the pools,” as are required by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

7. No bona fide justification has been shown by the Corps of Engineers to 
warrant a new Federal expenditure of $17,553,000 for construction and $1,300,- 
200 annually for amortization, interest, maintenance and operation of the pro- 
posed and the recommended navigation improvement. 


ANALYSIS OF THE REVIEW REPORT OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY, ON THE 
OUACHITA RIVER NAVIGATION PROJECT 


This analysis of the “Review Report” on the Ouachita River for navigation 
purposes, prepared by the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, on February 24, 
1958, shows that the conclusions and the recommendations contained therein 
are untenable because they are unsupported by well-known historical and 
easily accessible documented facts. There follows a discussion of these facts 
and principles as they were, and are, properly applicable to any bona fide re- 
view of the Ouachita River for navigation purposes, as required by the resolu- 
tion of the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, adopted on Au- 
gust 10, 1957. 

History of Ouachita.—This waterway, according to the Annual Report (1949), 
Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, canalized to a depth of 614 feet and a width of 
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100 feet, from its mouth to Camden, Ark.—a distance of 351 miles—was opened 
to traffic during the year 1924. This same Annual Report, and all subsequent 
Annual Reports, Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, indicate that the Ouachita River 
has afforded and presently affords navigable depths far in excess of the 614 feet 
between January and June of each year. To be specific, these annual reports 
contain statements to the effect that: 
“* * * Krom January to June the gage at Monroe generally exceeds pool 
stage (13.3 feet) caused by the river above, and minimum depths exceeding 
7 feet are usual between the mouth of Black River and Camden, Ark., a 
distance of 351 miles. * * *” 

A further and more explicit confirmation of the navigability of the Ouachita 
River throughout the 351 miles appears in the very survey report,’ dated March 
30, 1948, which the Senate resolution cited above required the Corps of Engi- 
neers toreview. Therein it is stated that: 

“* * * Commerce below Camden already uses 9 foot open river navigation for 
about 40 percent of the time. * * *” 

This same survey report contains the following additional statements which 
succinctly point up and emphasize the fundamental deterrent to the develop- 
ment and the retention of traffic on the Ouachita River: 

“* * * The Ouachita River * * * presents the unusual case of an existing 
facility which is little used at the moment because of a migration of traffic 
away from instead of toward the waterway * * * and there is no observable 
trend under existing conditions to warrant the assumption of a very rapid 
expansion to the forecast volumes, * * *” 

A special report? prepared by the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, and trans- 
mitted to the Congress on March 27, 1952, contained, among many pertinent ob- 
servations, an economic evaluation of 15 major inland waterways and included 
an evaluation of the Ouachita River for the fiscal year 1948 and for the 20-year 
period, 1929-48. The following table is developed therefrom : 


Evaluation of the Ouachita River navigation project by the Chief of Enginecrs, 
UWS. Army 


{Millions of dollars (except as noted) ] 
New work costs: 


CE Sic bce ean buh ce sn eda etenaa aaeaeaae 0.7 
4 


PUMICE PUOIOC Us 6 oad ce Ro acciied a enna aetna Aen 4.6 
OCG iss eins: Saeed ea Ui dea pie nddccnen weber eee 5.3 
Unamorticed?. as of Jimeé SO) 190Rs scone ec eshte este se 72s 
Maintenance and costs: 
Price? to Recht: SOGv Wes boa dnkcewednssccnnsaswedaeeteuteok 2.2 
Fiscal. year i020 theough 1966... 6-62 i died co enn nm aennenawae 5. 5 
OGMR: oh oi Sinn ed Sa So add inden aes bite es 
OGRE OGerOh CON sis oe retse beh codwetwene cde eee aes 13.0 
Annual charges: 
Peeerane 702e—S6.. . 5 oko shew oa Oe Le ease ee ae 4 
PIBCOE PORT DOW a oi is nado cc nema Te edwin Ber ee 
—— 
Peles: OF TOCONG PORTE ak bn Slee bended dascundddnantilaanddduaaatimaes 20. 0 
Average annual traffic and savings: 
Toe ae CORIO CORON ois ck ea Si cbse ee een tee eee 20. 7 
SOUT ETIRD : SHER: COREA CRE on oo hbase 6.0 
Savings: (millions of dollars) 1020-46... ou <n cccnnccn nnn cececuaus on 
Fiscal year 1948_.__..._--_- Iai eb feds tl ion torn naga cas ci nh ed ag ee .0 
Benefit-cost ratio: 
SOE 6 sia ie aa ce a ya ctibn achat bean 38 
eae FIT BOG nee a he heen Se bees eee eee a 


1 Although the benefit-cost ratio for the respective periods was less than unity because 
the annual charges were 300 percent greater than the annual benefits, no explanation was 
given by the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, concerning how it was possible to amortize 
$2.5 million of the $5.3 million construction costs under these circumstances. 


1§. Doe. 117, 81st Cong., 1st sess. 
2 Annual report (1951), pt. 1, vol. 3 
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In his comments concerning the economic status of the 15 waterways that 


were evaluated, one of which was the Ouachita River, the Chief of Engineers 
observed that: 


“* * * Only one of the selected waterways shows a definitely unfavorable 
benefit-cost ratio for the average of the 20-year period and for 1948. * * *” 


While the particular waterway to which the quoted statement was addressed 
was not identified, it undoubtedly was the Ouachita River, because, of all the 
benefit-cost ratios shown, that for the Ouachita River (0.8 to 1 for the 20-year 
period 1929-48, and 0.1 to 1 for the fiscal year 1948) was the most unfavorable. 
These duly docummented evaluations prove that the Ouachita River, from the 
date of its opening to traffic in 1924 to and including the fiscal year 1948, was 
never a justifiable navigation project. 

The maintenance and operating costs during the 8-year period (1949-56) 
amounted to $3,250,000. These costs when related to the 130,382,000 ton-miles 
reported for the same period, are equivalent to 25 mills per ton-mile. If the 
amortization cost of 9 mills per ton-mile and the approximate barge rate of 8 
mills per ton-mile are added to the 25 mills per ton-mile, the total economic cost 
of moving traffic by barge on the Ouachita River would become 42 mills per 
ton-mile; whereas the total economic cost of moving traffic via rail, as reflected 
by the average gross revenue from all classifications of traffic, during the same 
8-year period (1949-46) approximated only 14 mills per ton-mile. These ob- 
servations indicate that the economic cost of moving traffic by barge was three 
times as great as the economic cost of moving the traffic by rail. 

Despite these facts, however, and although $5.3 million of Federal funds 
have already been expended to provide the waterway, as it presently exists, the 
Corps of Engineers has recommended a further capital expenditure by the Fed- 
eral Government of $17,553,000 for construction work and $1,300,200 annually 
throughout a 50-year period for maintenance, operation, amortization, and 
interest. 

This analysis of the “Review Report” of February 24, 1958, on the Ouachita 
River for navigation purposes questions the validity of the average annual 
tonnages of commerce and the savings attributed thereto, as well as the evalu- 
ation practices and procedures followed by the Corps of Engineers. To be 
specific, the tonnages are questioned because they are overstated and unsub- 
stantiated, and the savings are questioned because they were derived by the 
use of unrealistic barge charges reflected by private and contract carrier barge 
operating costs rather than to common carrier barge rates, and the Corps of 
Engineers disregarded the movement of liquid products (petroleum) by pipe- 
lines. 

Tonnages claimed are unsubstantiated.—Despite the fact that in its survey 
report’? of March 30, 1948, the Corps of Engineers recognized and stated that 
“the mere provisions of a channel and locks does not of itself produce traffic,” 
and although the average annual volume of commerce for the 15-year period 
1927-41, which is prior to the period when the corps claims that traffic in- 
terrupted by World War II, amounted to only 241,000 tons, and for the succeed- 
ing 15-year period 1942-56, the average annual volume of commerce amounted 
to only 108,000 tons,’ its review report to which this analysis is addressed claims 
an average annual potential of 850,900 tons of commerce. This estimate of ton- 
nage is refuted first, by the 30-year (1927-56) record of the Ouachita River as 
a navigation project and, second, by the fact that there are only three shippers 
located directly on the Ouachita River that could utilize the waterway. Their 
barge adaptable tonnages are of insufficient volume to substantiate the tonnage 
claimed. 

In claiming an average annual commerce of 850,900 tons, the Corps of Engineers 
has relied primarily upon the opinions expressed by local interests, rather than 
upon even tentative commitments by bona fide interested shippers. This is 
borne out by the review report (pp. 5, 6) here being analyzed, wherein it is 
stated that: 

“* * * Since the war, there has been a material increase in traffic 
moving over the waterway and local interests are confident that this trend 
will continue at an accelerated rate during the next few years. * * *” 
{Emphasis added. ] 


48. Doc. 117, 81st Cong., 1st sess 
*See app. A of this analysis. 
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“* * * Interviews with local interests conducted in connection with the 
reevaluation of the 9-foot project indicate that except in the case of logs, 
methanol and naptha, additional traffic would be contingent upon the pro- 
vision of a channel depth of 9 feet. * * *” [Emphasis added.] 

While, as the Corps of Engineers points out and as statistics* confirm, “the 
tonnages dropped off radically during the war years, except for the movement 
of logs,” the decline in tonnages during the years preceding the war was 
far greater and more significant from an analytical standpoint. The table 
below portrays the relative tonnage declines prior to and during the war 
period : 





1 Peak tonnage throughout the 30-year period, 1927-56. 


Although in its review report on the Ouachita River the Corps of Engineers 
indicated that it was exceedingly well informed concerning what caused the 
decline in traffic on this waterway between 1941 and 1945, it was completely 
silent concerning what caused the decline in traffic between 1929 and 1941. 
Since the Corps of Engineers collects, correlates, compiles, and publishes an- 
nually a series of documents entitled “Waterborne Commerce of the United 
States” which show the kinds and the volumes of each article of commerce trans- 
ported on all of the waterways, including the Ouachita River, together with a 
comparison of aggregate annual tonnages for the preceding 10-year periods, it 
should have taken cognizance of the historical trends and accorded due and 
proper weight thereto in its review report. 

If the Corps of Engineers believed that an opinion concerning why the traffic 
on the Ouachita River between 1941 and 1945 was pertinent to its review by 
stating that “this was caused by the removal of the towing equipment to other 
waterways where it could contribute more to the war effort,” it should not have 
disregarded a factual explanation of why the traffic declined between 1927 and 
1941, especially since this is a matter of record in the very survey report’ which 
the Corps of Engineers has been required to review. This survey report (p. 27) 
of March 30, 1948, contains the following quoted statement : 

“* * * The Ouachita River, however, presents the unusual case of an exist- 
ing facility which is little used at the moment because of a migration of 
traffic away from instead of toward the waterway. * * *” 

Statistics* contained in the publication entitled “Waterborne Commerce of 
the United States,” show the average annual commerce for the 15-year period 
(1942-56) approximates only 108,000 tons. In view of this there can be no 
doubt concerning the validity of the above-quoted fact which apparently was dis- 
regarded by the Corps of Engineers in its review report on the Ouachita River. 

Notwithstanding the facts just recited, all of which sustain the position here 
taken, that the tonnages claimed by the Corps of Engineers are overstated and 
unsubstantiated, there follows an examination of five articles of commerce, ag- 
gregating 381,000 of the 850,900-tons claimed, together with the reasons ad- 
vanced therefor, as reflected by the review report : 

Beer.—“The study of the tonnage claimed for this commodity, by the 
Ouachita River Valley Association, indicated 1,500 tons annually, and this 
evaluation has been used by the Vicksburg Engineer District. * * *” [Em- 
phasis added.] 

Naphtha.—‘* * * Local interests have estimated this prospective tonnage 
at 130,000 tons annually. This estimate is considered reasonable and the 
quantity was used by the Vicksburg Engineer District’s study. * * *” [Em- 
phasis added.) 





* See app. A of this analysis. 
18. Doe. 117, 8ist Cong., ist sess 








760 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Petroleum products.—‘* * * The estimate by local interests for petro- 
leum products * * * was reduced from 408,000 tons to 200,000 tons an- 
nually, and while there is evidence at hand which indicates that this esti- 
mate may be low, the quantity was used in the Vicksburg Engineer District’s 
study. * * *” [Emphasis added.] 

Sand and gravel.—"This commodity is moving over the waterway at the 
present time at the rate of about 16,000 tons annually. While this com- 
modity is largely moved within the waterway, it has been accepted * * * 
and local interests indicate that large increases in the movements will be 
made in the near future * * * and local interests’ evaluation of this poten- 
tial tonnage (45,000 tons) is used in the Vicksburg Engineer District’s 
study.” [Emphasis and parentheses added.] 

Miscellaneous LBL.—‘‘Miscellaneous commodity movements on the river 
at the present time approximate 1,800 tons annually. A total of 4,600 tons 
is considered reasonable and has therefore been used in this evalua- 
Hon, = 2 

Barge load quantities of beer shipped and consigned at one time to this area 
is not a reasonable assumption. An examination of the publication ‘Water- 
borne Statistics of the United States,” previously cited herein, will reveal that 
for the year 1956, the most recent year for which statistics are available, the 
Mississippi River system ‘ is credited with only 2,441 tons of commodities falling 
within commodity code No. 190 which includes along with malt liquors, wine and 
distilled spirits. Indicative of the fact that beer is not a commodity readily 
attracted to handling by barge operations, is the experience of a large brewery 
located on the Mississippi River, which in the past utilized the river for move- 
ment of beer, but 6 years ago gave up use of river transportation because it 
was not entirely suitable for movement of its product. 

The next two articles of commerce, naphtha and petroleum products, will be 
dealt with as a single unit. These articles of commerce, according to the review 
report, are produced, and will originate, at El Dorado, Ark., a point some 12 
or 15 miles from the Ouachita River at Calion, Ark. There is no rail line extend- 
ing from the point of production of these articles of commerce at El Dorado to 
the point presently recognized as the river port. The pipeline which originally 
connected the producing point and the river port (Calion) for the movement of 
petroleum products has long been abandoned. Even the Corps of Engineers 
points out (p. 6) in its review report that: 

‘“* * * Subsequent to these studies (March 30, 1948) a pipeline has been 
constructed from the El Dorado area to the Mississippi River for the move- 
ment of these products, * * *.” (Parentheses added.) 

Since the review report of the corps indicates that these tonnages were fur- 
nished by local interests, they should have been more thoroughly scrutinized by 
the Corps of Engineers to determine the accuracy and dependability thereof. 

Concerning the next article of commerce, sand and gravel, an examination 
of the publication entitled “Waterborne Commerce of the United States” reveals 
that the average annual volume of these articles of commerce for the period 
1947-56 amounted to 4,798 tons. This is only 35 percent of the volume, 13,614 
tons reported for 1956, which is considerably less than the 16,000 tons annually 
as claimed by the Corps of Engineers. Aside from these facts, however, these 
articles of commerce, even though barge adaptable, cannot with any degree of 
propriety be claimed as applicable to the justification of navigation projects 
because they are produced by dredging operations which are not materially 
influenced by improvements. This interpretation is confirmed by the fact that, 
when the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors® evaluated the commerce 
and the transportation savings deemed creditable to the Ohio River for the year 
1948, no savings were claimed for sand and gravel, although large tonnages are 
recovered from the river. The Corps of Engineers has never used savings 
deemed attributable to sand and gravel tonnages as a means of justifying naviga- 
tion improvements, except in instances of extremely long hauls, none of which 
are apparent insofar as the Ouachita River is concerned. 

In connection with the articles of commerce identtfied by the Corps of Engi- 
neers as “Miscellaneous less than bargeload lot,” for which 4,600 tons annually 
were claimed, an examination of statistics reported for the Mississippi River 
system in 1956 reveals only 14 articles of commerce in less-than-bargelot 





‘Includes the Mississippi, Missouri, and Ohio Rivers and their tributaries, and the 
Illinois Waterway. 


© The President’s Water Resources Policy Commission, vol. I. 
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quantities, aggregating 449 tons. While this fact alone tends to condemn the 
4,600 tons claimed by the Corps of Engineers in its review report on the Ouachita 
River, cognizance might have been taken of the testimony of Mr. Chester C. 
Thompson who, while he was president of the American Waterways Operators, 
Inc., informed the Subcommittee on Transportation of the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce on March 2, 1950, to the effect that: 

“In the handling of less-than-bargeload traffic, the Federal Barge Line on 
the Mississippi River system other than on the Ohio presently has that type 
of business practically to itself. Private enterprise in the barge-line busi- 
ness has not found those particular services profitable and does not pro- 
vide many of them for that reason. Mr. Klein, there isn’t enough of that 
business on the inland waterway system where the Federal Barge Line 
operates to justify any one company going into it. It is too spasmodic. There 
is nothing steady about it.” 

In the circumstances it is definitely clear that when the barge operations on 
the Mississippi River system recognizes the negligible character of miscellaneous 
less than bargeload lot traffic, the Corps of Engineers erred when it claimed 
4,600 tons annually for the Ouachita River. 

All of these documented facts, supplemented by the evaluation of the Ouachita 
River by the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army,® which reflected a benefit-cost ratio 
of 0.3 to 1 for the 20-year period 1929-48, and a benefit-cost ratio of 0.1 to 1 for 
the fiscal year 1948, establish the absence of any bona fide basis for the esti- 
mated 850,900 tons of traffic claimed by the Corps of Engineers in its review 
report. 

Benefits incorrectly determined and overstated.—Just as the tonnages claimed 
by local interests and accepted by the Corps of Engineers are not realistic, the 
benefits attributed thereto, aggregating $1,446,920, which fall into two categories: 
(1) $989,920 transportation savings, and (2) $457,000 savings attributed to 
“advanced replacement of existing improvements,” are incorrect because they 
are erroneously computed and greatly overstated. Since the respective benefits 
or savings were determined by the use of three entirely different formulas, they 
will be separately discussed herein. 

(1) Transportation suvings.—The formulas used by the Corps of Engineers 
to determine the benefits identified as transportation savings are quoted from 
its review report (p. A—-10) as follows: 

“* * * the transportation savings on existing traffic have been computed 
as the difference between the cost of shipping on the existing 614-foot 
channel and the estimated cost of shipping the same tonnages over an 
improved 9-foot channel. * * * The transportation savings on prospective 
traffic not now using the waterway were computed as the difference between 
the cost of shipping via the cheapest available alternative route and the 
estimated cost of shipping over a 9-foot channel, * * *” 

Although it is recognized that these two methods for the determination of 
transportation savings may be concurrently applicable in the evaluation of 
some navigation projects, only the first quoted method is applicable to an 
evaluation of the Ouachita River until such time as its existing working capacity 
has been, or is about to be reached. 

Since the Corps of Engineers has not officially determined or fixed the practical 
working capacity of this waterway, as it existed on the date its review report 
was issued, in terms of average annual tonnages, the so-called full transporta- 
tion savings (difference between transportation charges via the cheapest avail- 
able alternative route and the transportation charges via the Ouachita River 
with a 9-foot navigation channel) claimed on traffic not presently utilizing this 
waterway are inapplicable and should not be used to supplement the purely 
incremental savings referred to in the preceding paragraph as a means by which 
to justify the proposed navigation improvement. This fact is confirmed by the 
survey report * of the Corps of Engineers on the Illinois Waterway below Lock- 
port, as revised on October 29, 1957, and now pending in the office of the Chief 
of Engineers, U.S. Army. 

In view of the above-cited facts and in order to show the extent to which the 
Corps of Engineers erred in its evaluation of the 850,900 tons of commerce 





2 Annual report (1951), p. 1, vol. 3. 

oe * * traffic in excess of the capacity of the present single locks can develop only if 
duplicate locks are provided. The average additional commerce (beyond the capacity of 
the existing single-lock system) conservatively estimated to develop during the assumed 
life of each of the proposed duplicate locks and the corresponding benefits * * * are 
summarized below.” 
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claimed, a substantial part of which has little likelihood of ever being attained, 
and by adhering to the adjustment procedures used by the Corps of Engineers 
(p. A-10) to compensate for the difference in the size of locks, and the 31 miles 
of channel which is proposed to be improved as part of the Overton-Red water- 
way, the maximum average annual transportation savings that would be attrib- 
utable to the Ouachita River amount to $270,884." 

(2) Savings attributed to advanced replacements.—In its review report (pp. 
12-13) the Corps of Engineers claims an annual credit of $457,000 for what it 
defined as savings attributable to “advanced replacements of existing improve- 
ments” on the Ouachita River. These savings are made up of two different 
items: (a) $302,000 designated as the annual value” of the present worth of 
$550,000 maintenance and operations costs at 24%4 percent during the 20 years 
remaining life of the existing 614-foot-depth navigation improvement, and (b) 
$155,000 designated as the annual value® of the present worth of $423,152 
transportation savings at 4 percent, during the 30-year period after expiration 
of the economic life of the existing 614-foot-depth navigation improvement. 

These two hypotheses are unique and ingenious but are unsound from the 
standpoint of determining additional benefits due to this waterway project. 

(a) Savings on maintenance and operation.—The reasoning underlying the 
development of this item which has been identified by the Corps of Engineers 
as savings and attributed to the “advanced replacement” of the existing 614-foot 
depth navigation improvement in the Ouachita River may very appropriately 
be pointed up thusly: The Corps of Engineers advanced the view that since 
$550,000 * annually is required for maintenance and operations of the existing 
navigation improvement, and the present worth of this amount at 2% percent 
interest throughout the 20 years remaining life of the existing navigation im- 
provement is $8,574,000, the annual value thereof at 2% percent interest 
throughout a 50-year period is $302,000, and represents savings that can be 
claimed as partial justification of the recommended 9-foot depth navigation 
improvement. 

(b) Additional transportation savings.—The Corps of Engineers, after devel- 
oping by some undisclosed method what has been identified as $423,152 annual 
savings throughout a 30-year period after expiration of the economic life of 
existing navigation improvement, contends that: Since the annual transporta- 
tion savings attributable to the existing navigation improvement amounts to 
$423,152,” and the present worth thereof is $3,339,477, the annual value of that 
amount throughout a 50-year period at 4 percent is $155,000 and represents 
savings that can be claimed as partial justification of the recommended 9-foot 
depth navigation project. 

The end result of these two formulas (the development of $457,000 savings 
annually throughout a 50-year period which have been claimed as benefits and 
attributed to “advanced replacement of existing improvements” and added to 
the $989,920 annual transportation savings claimed, so as to achieve a benefit- 
cost ratio of unity or greater) is wholly meaningless. The validity of this con- 
clusion is evidenced by the discussion which follows. 

In the first place, $302,000 of the $457,000 are related to the annual main- 
tenance and operation costs of the existing improvements in the amount of 
$550,000. Since the maintenance and operation costs for the proposed improve- 
ments are also stated as $550,000, there would be no funds to be invested at 
2% percent annually throughout a period of 20 years to produce $8,574,000. In 
the circumstances, this latter amount could not be distributed at the rate of 
$302,000 annually throughout a 50-year period. It should be clearly obvious 
that since the existing improvement is to be replaced by the proposed improve- 
ment, there is only one item of $550,000 and it represents an expenditure and not 
an investment. 

The remaining $155,000 of the $457,000 are related to what has been identified 
as savings on transportation in the amount of $423,152 annually and attributed 
to the existing improvement. Even though it be assumed (though not con- 
ceded) that the latter amount is reasonably valid, and even though it were 
invested annually at 4 percent throughout a 30-year period and would produce 


7 See B of this analysis for detail. 

8 $302,000 claimed annually for 50-year period. 

® $155,000 claimed annually for 50-year period. 

10 For the recommended navigation improvement, the cost of annual maintenance and 
operation is also $550,000. 

“For the 20-year period (1929-48) the Chief of Engineer’s Annual Report (1951) 
shows that the average annual savings amounted to $100,000. 
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$3,339,477 which, when disbursed, would be equivalent to $155,000 annually 
throughout a 50-year period, the $423,152 so-called transportation savings has 
already been accounted for in the evaluation of the existing project. 

Since the proposed improvement is to replace the existing improvement, the 
only carryover benefits applicable to justification of the proposed improvement 
would be the increments on the existing commerce reflected by the difference 
between the existing 6%4-foot and the proposed 9-foot navigation depths, and 
these increments have already been accounted for in the “Review Report” of 
February 24, 1958, to which this analysis relates. 

Viewing these items in their broadest sense, it would be difficult to find among 
the many hundreds of evaluations that have been prepared and made public by 
the Corps of Engineers one single procedure that was more indefensible than 
those discussed as items (a) and (b) next above. 

Annual benefits less than annual charges.—In this connection cognizance should 
be taken of the fact that the benefits of $423,152 presently claimed by the 
Corps of Engineers for the existing navigation projects which, even if assumed 
to be correct (which.are not conceded), when related to only the maintenance 
costs recorded in the annual reports, Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, reflect 
ratios of less than unity. The following table confirms this fact, previously 
cited on pages 5 and 6 hereof, by showing that the annual maintenance and 
operation costs alone exceed the benefits and establishes the absence of any 
residue which might have been considered as attributable to amortization of 
the $5.3 million already expended. 

















Annual 
Years Ratio of 

Maintenance benefits to 
and opera- Benefits maintenance 
tion costs and operation 

costs only 
i cinsemaakie Sc nvr gcc dc shin Sak eli ie calc geal $431, 642 $423, 152 0. 98 
DE bax cere cnuncn das aunmabnaqagabekadshaasenemenuemamaad 519, 495 423, 152 8 
Bi cccnweccnacnse siadenndkaanacakhe smaeneh an tawekae aie 487, 809 423, 152 . 86 
FN. ao daddeavedcasccatacddcersbbisadhcguahwhthencidabeaieen 480, 163 423, 152 . 88 
I a nknncctimnennspeuscasitntchheambaenebibeig 1 479, 777 423, 152 . 88 


1 In its review report (p. 4) the Corps of Engineers has stated that while the approved estimates of cost 
for maintenance and operation for the fiscal year 1958 are $416,000, it is necessary to expend $550,000 therefor 


Benefit-cost ratio less than unity.—By correlating the facts developed by this 
analysis of the review report prepared by the Corps of Engineers, particularly 
the resulting annual benefits and the annual charges, no bona fide justification has 
been established which would support the recommendations made by the Corps 
of Engineers and warrant a further Federal expenditure of $17,553,000 for any 
modernization of the existing, or construction of any new, navigation improve- 
ments on the Ouachita River. As a matter of fact, there is no justification 
for even the maintenance and operation costs of the existing navigation improve- 
ment. This is confirmed by both of the evaluation bases hereinafter set forth. 

If the Corps of Engineers had clearly established that all of the tonnages 
Claimed were bona fide (which is not conceded), the maximum transportation 
savings that might have been attributed thereto would amount to only $270,884 
annually. By relating the $270,884 to the annual charges in the amount of 
$1,300,200, a benefit-cost ratio of 0.20 to 1 would result. 

Piecemeal improvements planned.—The review report on the Ouachita River 
navigation project issued by the Corps of Engineers on February 24, 1958, appears 
to be an attempt to satisfy the unsupported demands of local interests. After 
being advised by the so-called local interests that the minimum project described 
in Senate Document No. 117, 81st Congress, 1st session, was objectionable to 
them, even though it would provide 9-foot navigation depths for 90 percent of 
the time, and after recognizing that the comprehensive plan described in that 
document could not be justified by the foreseeable traffic potential, the Corps 
of Engineers advocated the revised plan, under which it is proposed to construct 
enly one new lock 56 feet by 600 feet to replace one of the six existing locks, 
55 fect by 268 feet. Histories of other waterways indicate that in due time 
insistent demands on the Congress for additional funds will follow, wherein 
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the proponents will point out the uselessness of the one large lock with the 
others as bottlenecks in the river, and edditional new locks will be constructed 
to replace the other five existing locks. These conclusions are definitely confirmed 
by the review report (pp. 15-16) wherein the Corps of Engineers made the 
following statements: 
“* * * the plan as presented would afford the maximum scale of develop- 
ment that can be justified at this time by the benefits that are being con- 
sidered in this report.” ” 
* * ok * + * ct 


“The plan of improvement presented herein is generally acceptable to local 
interests * * * pending the development of sufficient traffic to warrant the 
construction of new 56- by 600-foot locks at all of the sites. * * *” 

Local intercsts participation.—Modification of the project authorized in 1950 
is recommended with the reservation (p. 17) which requires local interests to 
give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will, among 
other things, “furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
right-of-way, and spoil disposal areas necessary for the construction of the 
project, and subsequent maintenance, if and when required.’ Local interests 
have not agreed to participate as required in the light of statements in letter 
of October 3, 1957, to the district engineer (app. C) as follows: 

“The Ouachita River Valley Association is of the opinion that local 
interests cannot and should not furnish the right-of-way, easements and 
flowage rights for the approximately 12,000 acres required in increasing 
the navigation pools nor the damage that might occur to the approximately 
16,000 acres by raising the subterranean water level.” 

Conclusions.—The results developed in the economic analysis indicating a 
ratio of benefit to cost of 0.20 to 1.0 based on savings in transportation costs, 
shows unmistakably that modification of the Federal project for the Ouachita 
and Black Rivers is not economically justified. 

The fact that local interests have indicated that they cannot participate in 
the project to the full extent required will increase the project cost to the 
Federal Government for flowage rights on 12,000 acres of land and damages to 
16,000 acres of land by raising the subterranean water level. 

The review report on the Ouachita River navigation improvement lacks 
credence because it contains numerous errors of fact and judgment which 
do not support the recommendations of the District and Division Engineers, 
and should be disapproved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
and such disapproval should be sustained by the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army. 





14The review report shows a benefit-cost ratio of 1.11 to 1 whereas this analysis thereof, 
after excluding the $457,000 benefits attributed to “advanced replacements” which are 
invalid, shows the benefit-cost ratio to be (0.20 to 1) less than unity. 
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APPENDIX B.—Magzimum annual transportation savings that would be attribut- 
able to the Ouachita River as justification for the proposed improvement were 
the tonnages claimed duly substantiated 















Estimated Savings Total 

Commerce annual per ton annual 

tonnage (cents) savings 
RO CE cies cdvtacniacbavdeduccnoeenscnasaunaas 46, 000 39 $17, 940 
DEIN, DUB ss op cecnsccsdscusumeiecninnscnemseconiebidnne 50, 000 32 16, 000 
A ONE Fa oc cicscncsctaccnnccnesdaseew ee tannaie 8, 500 42 3, 570 
OE ea EE EOE Oar Re 1, 500 44 660 
CO EE Coc wnnas kosncensnuedsececnvanyseandenebseaneane 15, 000 32 4, 800 
Portiians G06 Mates |... scccns sens cwsusswsnscdeovtewnse 20, 000 51 10, 200 
PNG ics snthncrgebasnanveiusabnchawtteencabetderededeesbveete 5,000 32 1, 600 
Iron and steel, manufactured - 20, 000 32 6, 400 
Rl ch: al deeahehabubhakmmbed 90, 000 ll 9, 900 
Methanol..._-- die hecnaiteaatna Gia 100, 000 39 39, 000 
EN os cnn nantinddnesabaaeakshennasckahnaptemuenibaae 130, 000 53 68, 900 
RE Bn IES bisa os nncnckccunncudbansianeuduamasiebeas 23, 800 47 11, 180 
UE ENN 8c cncinuckanctcesaseaccconssesameacannan 200, 000 51 102, 000 
icin nt satecntndbdcsdsadithsamsandcuakbcalonpelaeoweneey 23, 000 38 8, 740 
Sand and gravel ? 45, 000 15 6, 750 
MN gaa ck caiten apie 60, 000 39 23, 400 
Sugar ! 8, 500 42 3, 570 
Miscellaneous LBL 2 4,600 37 1, 702 
Total 850, 900 39 3 336, 318 





1 Movements on the Ouachita River unlikely. 

2 Invalid for justification of navigation projects. 

3 This amount when adjusted to compensate for the change in size of lock and for the 31 miles of the Over- 
ton-Red River navigation —— which are common to the Overton-Red-Ouachita Rivers navigation 
project becomes $270,884. (See p. A-10 of review report for the formulas used to make this adjustment.) 


APPENDIX C 


OvacHiTa RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Camden, Ark., October 30, 1957. 
Col. MILTON BARSCHDORF, 
District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 
Vicksburg, Miss. 

Dear CoLoNEL BarscuporFr: The Ouachita River Valley Association is of the 
opinion that local interests cannot and should not furnish the rights-of-way, 
easements and flowage rights for the approximately 12,000 acres required in in- 
creasing the navigation pools nor the damages that might occur to the approxi- 
mately 16,000 acres by raising the subterranean water level. 

It is of the opinion that local interests can and will furnish spoilage areas, 
sites for structures, and areas for straightening channels which are the rights- 
of-way we believe we contemplated and agreed to in the authorization of 1950. 
Local interests can and will carry out the other assurances required by Senate 
Document 117 of 81st Congress, 1st session. 

The association will undertake to sponsor the efforts of local interests (in- 
cluding the States, counties, and municipalities) in this regard if and when 
required. 

Very truly yours, 
H. W. McMILxan, President. 


Mr. Brnper. The reason I am asking that that be referred to, at 
least, Mr. Senator, is that there is a little detail about these savings 
and that is the thing that we are objecting to more than anything. 

Senator Kerr. Would you point out in the report the pertinent refer- 
ences, so they will be documented, if you will give that to the reporter. 

Mr. Brnper. Yes, sir, I will give it to the reporter. 

They are pages 11 to 15 inclusive, and pages 20 to 21, inclusive. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Brnper. And in the book entitled “An Economic Analysis,” 
dated January 4, 1960, I refer particularly to the summary, and pages 
23 to 31, inclusive. 
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(The excerpts referred to follow :) 


AN APPRAISAL SHOWING THE LACK OF ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR FURTHER CoN- 
STRUCTION OF THE OUACHITA-BLACK RIVERS NAVIGATION PROJECT AS RECOM- 
MENDED BY U.S. Corps oF ENGINEERS IN ITs REVIEW Report oF May 15, 1959, 
AS REVISED JuLy 31, 1959, WitH a HiIsToRICAL EXAMINATION OF THE ECONOMIC 
STATUS OF THE PROJECT, 1927-58 


Zone 13, Subcommittee, Ouachita-Black Rivers, Association of American Rail- 
roads; C. J. Binder, Subcommittee Chairman, 210 North 13th Street, St. Louis 
3, Mo., January 4, 1960 

SUMMARY 


1. The existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project has never generated 
enough traffic throughout the 32 years, 1927-58, to justify even the annual 
operating and maintenance costs. 

2. No bona fide economic justification has been established by the Corps of 
Engineers to warrant any additional Federal expenditure for further improve- 
ment of this waterway. 

3. The benefit-cost ratio attributable to the proposed project, which is not in 
excess of 0.14 to 1, is insufficient to support the Corps’ recommended expendi- 
ture of $43,590,000 for new construction. Therefore, the project lacks any 
possible economic justification. 

4. The Corps of Engineers has erred in the preparation of its review report 
by— : 

(a) Disregarding the history of the existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navi- 
gation project and the failure of local interests in the past to provide, main- 
tain and operate public terminals, as well as the unlikelihood that future 
“hold and save assurances” can or will be discharged by local interests, 
except “to the extent of their financial ability,” which is not indicated by 
the Corps’ review report. 

(b) Accepting as valid the unsubstantiated estimates of traffic submitted 
by local interests. 

(c) Using a formulas and unrealistic methods to project future 
traffic estimates. 

(d) Failing to evaluate the working capacity of the existing waterway 
and determine its adequacy for present and future potential traffic. 

(e) Claiming an exaggerated and unrealistic total, and incremental, unit 
savings per ton on the traffic and, further, by claiming credit for the full 
amount of the estimated savings rather than justifiable incremental savings 
on the estimated traffic, until the present working capacity of the existing 
waterway has been utilized. 

5. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Chief of Engineers, U.S. 
Army, and the Secretary of Defense should disapprove the Corps’ recommenda- 
tion, and recommend to the Congress that the project be not adopted, but placed 
in the category of projects for which no bona fide economic justification has 
been established. 


An economic analysis, Ouachita-Black Rivers project 


Percentages of total annual 
commerce for each article 
thereof 

Commerce 





Reported for Claimed for 
the period the period 


1936-58 1966-2015 

Ris inn ashen cngehacexddhsheaedimedicbesesateae 44.1 11.4 
Chemicals pia caboh nae bpaecadsgennacbapagecekeutbabmsdunai wanes aaa eines 22.0 36.3 
UIE ii. aoa as A he isi chk dacowewes dvi ccecoucacbedes 12.1 31.3 
ANI sik Sain sb ds Tad eddcan icdebsds discs. ctituteccanes 3.3 2.4 
ns 54 Gacasme ced aen sak iackensmatauena 2.6 0 
PE inc Lininadgnadiacnesahénbnaassedssdeicbueesones eae 15.9 18.6 

TOs ack Bhttin doh accdin and sndsMbncdedacdnabadabetcndbdidensaeed 100.0 100.0 


! Includes sulfur, salt, sulfuric acid, sea shells, fertilizer and materials, fish, and commerce, n.e.c. 


44845 O—60—pt. 3——-38 
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In both reports prospective tonnages were estimated with utter disregard of 


the waterway’s history of failure to generate sufficient traffic to justify its 
existence. It is pertinent to comment here that in the short time elapsing 
between the reports, the supporting traffic estimates and alleged savings, based 
on information developed from the same sources generally, vary so greatly as 
to lead to the inference that the Corps indulged too strongly in conjecture in 
evaluating the prospects for the waterway. Although separated by so short a 
time, the two reports are so inconsistent, one with the other, and so irrecon- 
cilable, as to cause one to believe that some of the conclusions reached are 
erroneous. 

Leading to the October 28, 1957, report, revised February 24, 1958, 2,339,480 
tons estimated by local interests were reviewed, of which 1,632,480 were elimi- 
nated, leaving 707,000 on which it was claimed savings would be realized. Pre- 
paratory to May 15, 1958, report, revised July 31, 1959, 1,015,800 tons were sub- 
jected to rate analysis, 564,000 eliminated, and 451,800 were accepted as pros- 
pective 1958 traffic, had a 9-foot channel been operative. 

In the prior report, based on the 707,000 tons estimated as initially prospective 
for the waterway, the Corps projected the 50-year annual average traffic to be 
850,900 tons and yet in the later report, an annual average 50-year commerce 
of 935,000 tons is forecast based on 451,800 tons or 255,200 fewer tons. 

Aside from the patent inconsistency in these tonnage estimates, a review of 
the reports points to apparent inconsistencies in estimated per ton savings, 
While we are inclined strongly to the view that there are gross overstatements 
of savings we are handicapped in designating the degree thereof because of 
inability to secure from the corps the charges, other than the rail rates. (See 
appendix B.) 

Ensuing are some examples which give strong support to our contention that 
savings claimed are subject to the criticism they are overstated. 

Logs.—This commodity moves for short distances in intrawaterway service. 
The 6¥%-foot channel has been no deterrent to itS free movement as evidenced 
by the fact that as high as 118,000 tons were transported in a year. No tonnage 
increase is claimed. It is assumed that this log output, as is the usual practice, 
is to a great extent controlled by reforestation programs which militate against 
any substantial increase in cuttings. Whereas in the prior report the corps 
claimed a savings of 11 cents per ton, yet in the later one they make claim to a 
savings of 130 cents per ton, 11 times greater, on a commodity on which the 
corps indicated a 9-foot channel would produce no additional traffic (p. 6, Feb. 
24, 1958, report). If there would be any savings at all they would be on an 
incremental basis, represented by the difference in cost of operating on a 9-foot 
versus a 614-foot waterway. Gross overstatement of savings accredited to 
logs appears obvious. 

Methanol.—Provided the second largest movement of specific commodities on 
the waterway. The movement is from Sterlington to New Orleans and we may 
assume reasonably that this is the movement the corps had in mind in evaluating 
savings. 

This commodity does not properly enter into the matter of the propriety of 
providing a 9-foot channel, nor should any savings other than purely incremental 
be attributed to methanol contingent upon the deepening of the channel. In 
paragraph 18, page A-6, of the later report it is stated, “The shipper indicated 
that approximately the same quantity would have moved on an improved water- 
way had it been available.” Also, see paragraph 18, page 6, of February 1958 
report. In spite of this the corps in the earlier report ascribes a savings of 
39 cents per ton on an incremental basis on four-fifths of the tonnage and 425 
cents per ton the full basis on one-fifth of the tonnage, while in the later report 
590 cents per ton is advanced as claimed savings. Since the depth of the channel 
has no bearing on the volume of this commodity to be transported, it is obviously 
error to impute the savings to the extent claimed by the corps on this commodity. 

Glycol.—The amount of 105 cents per ton was used as savings in the earlier 
report, whereas, in the later report it was increased to 530 cents per ton. The 
movement is from Harvey, La., to Sterlington, La., and no changes have been 
made in the competitive situation to warrant hiking the savings to 425 cents 
per ton or over 400 percent. 

Sulfur.—Sulfur has been moving from Port Sulphur, La., to Calion, Ark., 
where it is placed in tanks, from which it is transported by tank truck to El 
Dorado. In the earlier report of the corps it was claimed that 33,000 tons were 
prospective at an incremental savings of 39 cents per ton, with an increase to 
60,000 tons at full savings of 224 cents per ton on the additional 27,000 tons. 
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In the later report the corps estimated a volume of 36,000 tons with claimed 
savings of 452 cents per ton. In the short time intervening between the two 
reports the corps has increased the savings from 39 cents and 224 cents to 452 
cents per ton, respectively. We are not aware of any change in rate pattern of 
either rail or barge charges which would have made such increases possible. 

In this connection and by reference to page A—13 of the corps report of July 
31, 1959, it is to be noted that the average load of sulfur on the existing 6%4- 
foot channel will be no greater on the 9-foot project. Whereas, 36,000 tons 
prospective volume is claimed, the actual 1958 movement as reported by the 
corps on page 121, “Part Il: Waterborne Commerce of United States, 1958, issued 
by Corps of Engineers, was 29,412 tons. 

Based on data supplied by the corps on November 6, 1959, 8,749 tons moved 
during the first 9 months of 1959. This volume projected for 12-month period 
would equal 11,664 tons for 1959. Thus it may be seen that in addition to ap- 
parent overstatement of savings, the corps overestimated prospective tonnage. 

Ammonia.—In the prior report 17,000 tons of anhydrous ammonia from Ster- 
lington to Memphis -were estimated at incremental savings of 39 cents. That 
tonnage was accepted because it was said to be the current movement. Some 
10,000 tons of aqua ammonia from Sterlington to New Orleans were estimated 
at incremental savings of 32 cents per ton. That tonnage was used because 
it was the tonnage then moving. In that same report it is estimated that if a 
9-foot channel were provided, 23,000 tons additional of anhydrous and 10,000 
tons additional of aqua ammonia would move at a full savings of 635 cents and 
200 cents per ton, respectively. Thus a 9-foot channel would bring about the 
movement of 40,000 tons of anhydrous and 20,000 tons of aqua, a total of 60,000 
tons. 

On page A-7 of the July 31, 1959 report, the corps accepted 50,000 tons as 
prospective 1958 ammonia tonnage at a savings of 447 cents per ton had a 
9-foot waterway been available. Contributing to this acceptance it was stated 
that, “As much as 30,000 tons have moved annually.” 

The corps later report indicated the total ammonia traffic in 1958 to be only 
5,320 tons. It is our understanding that for the first 10 months of 1959, but 
2,199 tons were transported. If, as stated by the corps, 30,000 tons have moved 
in the past and the total of the past 2 years was about a fourth thereof, it 
seems apparent the existing waterway was not utilized to any appreciable 
degree. 

Whereas, in the prior report savings of 39 cents per ton on 17,000 tons of 
anhydrous and 32 cents per ton on 10,000 tons of aqua were claimed, 447 cents 
per ton is the claimed savings on all ammonia tonnage to move if the corps 
estimate in the later report is correct. There have been no changes in the com- 
petitive situation intervening between .the two reports that justify the savings 
estimated, and we respecfully submit it appears to be overstated. 

While the history of this waterway, as graphically portrayed in appendix 
A at the end hereof, leaves no doubt concerning the fact that the trend of traffic 
thereon has been generally downward throughout the 32-year period 1927— 
58, and despite the contentions advanced by the corps in its review report con- 
cerning the alleged public need for further improvement at Federal expense 
to the extent of $43,590,000, the table below, and the subsequent observa- 
tions pertaining thereto tend, very clearly to show that shippers generally are 
utilizing this waterway to the extent of their needs. 


Annual averages 1954-58 
Commerce 


Tons Percent 


Rs sti tunwkcscanecauawinaatedasmwedn seiddaghuaiberdeseupuedakenae Gaacign 104, 027 
Logs. 

ONE TROND... ickdscensgdtccknksalenseahinn Gnciusdeseindbauidegelenie 

Machinery and iron and steel products idonebnciavdductnibechekabnanienmdelnotmsiis 

All other 2_ 





' Annual average for the longest period (1936-43) of consecutive annual movements amounted to 34,830 
tons. The annual average for the period 1944-58 amounted to only 8,817 tons. 
? Includes sulfur, salt, sulfuric acid, seashells, fertilizer materials, fish and products, sand and gravel, 
waterway improvement materials, and commerce, not elsewhere classified. 
3 Annual average for the period 1936-58 amounted to 27,229 tons. 
‘ See p. 4 hereof for other related annual averages. 
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Insofar as the movement of petroleum products is concerned, when considera- 
tion is given to the fact evidenced by the preceding table to the effect that during 
the most recent 5-year period (1954-58) the average annual volume thereof 
amounted to only 25,455 tons, whereas, the average annual volume for the longest 
period (1986-43) of consecutive annual movements amounted to 34,830 tons, it 
becomes quite obvious that there is little need for the existing waterway insofar 
as most petroleum products are concerned. The validity of this contention be- 
comes all the more evident when cognizance is taken of a fact disregarded by 
the corps in its review report, to the effect that the pipeline originally extending 
from El Dorado, where these products originate, to Calion on the Ouachita River 
has long been abandoned, and all movements from E) Dorado to Calion presently 
require a truck haul ranging from 10 to 15 miles. The very fact that the basic 
petroleum products, gasoline, kerosene, and distillates are transported from 
Pl Dorado by another pipeline (the original project 5 pipeline) to the Mississippi 
River at Helena for barge loading emphasizes the lack of any significant need 
for, or use of, the existing navigation project on the Ouachita-Black Rivers. In 
fact, the corps’ review report (p. A-6) contains a statement to the effect that 
“interviews with producers indicated these products (gasoline, kerosene, and 
distillates) will continue to move by pipeline” to the Mississippi River at Helena 
for barging to destination. 

During the 14-year period, 1944-57, the total petroleum products traffic 
amounted to only 10,046 tons, an average of 717 tons per year, or barely equal 
to 50 percent of a single bargeload. 

Aside from a negligible volume of lube oil, the petroleum products movement 
has been confined to residual fuel oil from El Dorado to New Orleans. Trucks 
are used to get the product from the refinery to the river. 

Although the waterway was available for the accommodation of this traffic 
for many years, the movement did not commence until early 1958. We believe 
it may be inferred reasonably that the decision to use the waterway after 
ignoring it for so long a time was dictated, in a large measure, by desire to 
bolster the tonnage consist for the waterway to help sell the idea of an improved 
waterway. ‘The savings which might be realized from this traffic could not be 
too persuasive an influence for justification of the proposed project. 

The item of miscellaneous, or “all other commerce,” shown in the preceding 
table as having accounted for an average annual volume of 23,961 tons through- 
out the most recent 5-year period, 1954-58, includes (as the footnote relating 
thereto indicates) sulfur, salt, sulfuric acid, and fertilizer materials which, 
in the corps analysis, it accorded specific identity. After claiming a 1958 poten- 
tial of 59,000 tons for sulfur, salt, sulfuric acid, and fertilizer materials, it 
then claimed an additional potential of 25,000 tons of unidentified commerce. 
This claim was made despite the facts evidenced by its review report (pp. A-7, 
A-8), to the effect that no transportation savings resulted from its evaluation 
of 20,000 tons of ammonia, 10,000 tons of aluminum sulfate, 12,000 tons of 
barites, 228,000 tons of bauxite, 120,000 tons of petroleum coke, 30,000 tons of 
industrial salt, 10,000 tons of soda ash, and 20,000 tons of unidentified commerce. 
Then by the use of its formula for projecting future annual averages cited on 
pages 18 and 19 hereof, the corps increased the 25,000 tons of unidentified com- 
merce to 51,800 tons for the year 1990, and identified the item as the volume 
that would obtain annually throughout the 50-year period 1966-2015, the esti- 
mated life of the proposed navigation improvement, which it estimated will cost 
the taxpayers $43,590,000. 

When consideration is given to the preceding factual observations and cog- 
nizance is taken of the further fact that in its forecasting of future tonnages of 
commerce, by use of the two formulas cited on pages 18 and 19 hereof, the corps 
gave consideration to an unidentified volume of sand and gravel, 300,000 tons of 
crude oil, and 80,000 tons of gasoline blending agents, identified as other petro- 
leum products, it is not difficult to recognize that the methods of analysis and 
evaluation by which the corps was guided and governed were baseless, and 
without historical precedent, especially when consideration is given to the 
highly exaggerated, and incongruous, average savings of $3.96 per ton—de- 
veloped and used by the Corps to compute the average annual transportation 
savings claimed throughout the 50-year period designated as 1966-2015. For a 
confirmation of the preceding observation, it is only necessary to examine the 
record of hearings held by the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, 84th Congress, 2d session. There a witness for the Ouachita River 
Valley Association testified (pp. 215-2016) to the effect that: 
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“* * * Rail and truck rates on many commodities moving into and out 
of the Ouachita River Basin are favorable to the point that many approach 
and some are even lower than the cheapest barge rates. * * * * Because 
of the favorable freight rate structures on many commodities susceptible 
to barge movement, it is hard to pledge tonnage on the Ouachita 
River; *' > °.” 

This quoted statement tends very definitely to invalidate both the average 
savings per ton and the average annual tonnages claimed by the corps in its 
review report dated May 15, 1959, and confirms the views expressed herein. 

In the first place, and even though it be assumed, though categorically denied, 
that presently there is, or in the reasonably foreseeable future there will be, 
some semblance of a bona fide economic need for further improvement of the 
existing waterway at Federal expense, the maximum average savings per ton 
properly attributable to a reasonably valid annual average traffic potential, 
according to long-recognized evaluation standards, would be only the increment 
represented by the difference between barge operating costs on the pro- 
posed 9-foot navigation depth and the barge operating costs on the existing 
614-foot navigation depth, until such time as commerce on the existing 614-foot 
navigation depth has developed to the working capacity of the waterway; and 
this increment is not the $0.78 per ton claimed by the corps. As of the date 
on which the corps’ report was issued, the incremental savings would not have 
exceeded $0.39 per ton. 

In the second place, and even though it be assumed, though categorically 
denied, that the waterborne commerce on the Ouachita-Black Rivers will in- 
crease from the 325,221 tons reported for the year 1958 to 1,310,000 tons for the 
year 2015, and will average 935,000 tons annually throughout the 50-year period 
designated by the corps as 1966-2015, the existing waterway with a 614-foot 
depth has an anual working capacity of not less than 1,787,500 tons, as shown 
on page 14 hereof. By relating the 325,221 tons, 935,000 tons, and the 1,310,000 
tons to the working capacity of 1,787,500, it becomes quite obvious that: (1) 
Only 18 pecent of the working capacity was utilized in 1958; (2) only 52 per- 
cent would be utilized for the annual average claimed by the corps; and (3) 
only 73 percent would be utilized for the maximum tonnage claimed for the 
year 2015. That the average annual working capacity of the existing water- 
way is exceedingly liberal is evidenced by the fact that it is predicated on the 
lockage of 5.5 tows per 16-hour day throughout an annual period of only 250 
days. 

A liberal interpretation of the preceding observations in the light of those 
contained in the second paragraph on page 30 hereof will quite clearly confirm 
the fact that the maximum savings per ton properly attributable to the recom- 
mended new navigation improvement cannot exceed $0.39 per ton.“ In view 
thereof and since $0.39 per ton savings applied to the average annual volume of 
commerce (935,000 tons) claimed by the corps, assuming, though denying, that 
it would ever develop, would produce average annual savings of only $364,650. 
By relating these savings to the average annual charges estimated by the corps 
as $2,498,000, which will produce a benefit-cost ratio of only 0.14, it becomes 
quite obvious that no bona fide economic justification has been established by 
the corps to warrant a further Federal expenditure of $43,590,000 to further 
improve the Ouachita-Black Rivers for navigation purposes. In most all re- 
spects, this showing is similar to what was developed by the Subcommittee on 
Army Civil Functions, Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 
82d Congress, Ist and 2d sessions, during its investigation of the corps’ review 
report issued on the Tennessee-Tombigbee and the Missouri River navigation 
projects. In its report (p. 7) dated September 18, 1951, dealing with the corps’ 
review report on the first-cited project, the subcommittee stated that: 

“In computing the benefits to be derived from the proposed project, two prime 
factors are involved. The first one is, how much money per ton would be saved 
by using the proposed project, and the second one is, how much tonnage would 
move on it. The computations of the corps with respect to both factors are 
exaggerated, and the favorable benefit-cost ratio as computed by the corps of 
1.13 cannot be supported * * *.” 

In its report (p. 6) dated July 2, 1952, dealing with the second-cited project, 
the subcommittee stated that: 

“It is apparent that the Corps of Engineers has treated the known facts with 
respect to this Missouri River project most lightly and, in some instances, reck- 


44 See analysis of this project made by Special Committee of the Association of American 
Railroads on June 27, 1958, and filed with the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 
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lessly. The committee is thoroughly dissatisfied with the corps’ performance, 
and feels that such substantial doubt has been cast upon the corps’ methods that 
their results are hardly worthy of credence.” 


CONCLUSION 


Throughout the preceding pages hereof it has been incontrovertibly established 
that in attempting to examine and evaluate the reasonably bona fide future 
potentialities of the Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project, the Corps of 
Engineers became so mindful of the hopes and desires and the unsubstantiated 
estimates of future tonnages of commerce claimed by the so-called local inter- 
ests, and so unmindful of the meager showing which resulted from its own oft- 
repeated field investigations, as well as of the history of this waterway for the 
32-year period 1927-58, that its findings and recommendations are adverse to 
the facts. 

Further in this connection, and strange as it may appear, the corps’ review 
report issued on May 15, 1959, revised July 31, 1959, which has been substituted 
for its review report issued on October 28, 1957, revised February 24, 1958, 
shows quite unmistakably that no bona fide basis existed to support the ultimate 
findings and recommendations contained therein. In support of this observa- 
tion, it is pointed out that the corps well knew and specifically stated in its 
review report (pp. A-10, 11) that “future traffic on the existing waterway is 
expected to increase” only “at a moderate rate because some shippers are mak- 
ing maximum use of the existing project and the substantial increase” of 57 
percent “between 1957 and 1958 is not expected to be repeated.” (The actual 
increase between 1957 and 1958, from 216,000 tons to 325,000 tons, amounted to 
only 50 percent and not 57 percent as claimed by the corps.) In addition 
thereto, the corps further stated “that the population in the tributary area will 
decrease as a percentage of the population of the west-south-central region until 
1975, at which time increased economic activity within the tributary area should 
provide greater opportunity and tend to halt the movement of people from the 
tributary area which is occurring today.” 

Since the corps has made no mention in its review report of any contemplated 
new economic development within the tributary area, other than that hoped for, 
and vaguely anticipated, about the year 1975, but has alluded to industrial de 
velopment which is wholly outside of the tributary area, none of which has the 
remotest chance of benefiting from the further improvement recommended, or 
even the existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project, as a means of 
bolstering up its recommendation, there can be no doubt concerning the invalidity 
thereof. The corps’ review report (p. 8) shows that after a period of 32 years, 
1927-58, there is not one single public terminal or warehouse located on the 
existing Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project. This fact, in and of itself, 
undoubtedly establishes the absence of any reasonably bona fide public interest 
in even the existing waterway. 

When, as herein, it has been shown, not by the use of extraneous data, but 
by the use of the Corps of Engineers’ own statistical data, that no bona fide 
economic justification exists, or has been shown, to validate the recommendations 
made by the corps in its review report dated May 15, 1959, revised July 31, 
1959, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Chief of Engineers, U.S. 
Army, and the Secretary of Defense should condemn the corps’ evaluation, the 
methods by which it was achieved, and recommend to the Congress that the 
project be not adopted, but placed in the category of the projects adverted to in 
Report No. 1864, issued by the Committee on Appropriations, House of Repre- 
sentatives, 85th Congress, 2d session. 


STATEMENT OF W. J. HEDLEY, ST. LOUIS, MO., REPRESENTING 
OPERATING RAILROADS IN AREA 


Mr. Heptey. Thank you, Senator. I would like to make some 
comments with respect to what is in here, Senator, if I may. 

This, as indicated on the face of this report, refers to the interim 
survey report of the Corps of Engineers on the Illinois Waterway 
below Lockport. 

That interim report was first issued by District Engineer at Chicago 
under date of January 25, 1957. 
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Senator Kerr. What is the date of your comments there? 

Mr. Heptey. My comments are April 25, 1958. There were cer- 
tain steps taken in the progress of this document, the report of the 
Corps of Engineers. 

There was a notice issued by the Division Engineer on May 10, 
1957, stating the general import of the interim report of the District 
Engineer to the effect that they recommended the construction of these 
seven duplicate locks at the seven present locations of locks and dams 
on the Illinois River. ‘ 

Following that, and actually on September 27, 1957, there was filed 
with the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors a document 
prepared, an analysis prepared, by Dr. Haver and his associates, pre- 
pared with this interim report and making certain criticisms of it. 

Then on October. 29, 1957, the Corps of Engineers issued a revised 
interim report. 

The syllabus of the original report contained in it these statements: 

“The anticipated transportation savings are estimated to be about 
$41 million annually, with the benefit-to-cost ratio of 9.0 to 1.” 

Now, the revised interim report 

Senator Kerr. Of what date? 

Mr. Heptey. Dated October 29, 1957, the revised interim report 
contained this statement : 

The anticipated transportation savings are estimated to be about $22 million 
annually, with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 4.9 to 1. 

Now, that shows an error admitted between the time the first report 
was put out and the revised report of 45 percent in the so-called bene- 
fits from this project. That was just a little error of $19 million per 
year, and that actually, in our jademnet and in accordance with this 
printed analysis here, was only a part of the corrections that should 
have been made in the report. 

Among other things, in making the adjustment of $19 million, they 
took into account transportation savings on petroleum products, and 
in Dr. Haver’s analysis lie pointed out that the transportation savings 
on petroleum products had been compared, had been made, based upon 
a comparison, of barge rates with rail rates, truck rates and combina- 
tion rail-barge rates, but they had not taken into account the compari- 
son of barge rates with pipeline rates, and pipelines, of course, are 
the principal basis of transportation of petroleum products. 

Now, in the revised interim report, following the receipt of Dr. 
Haver’s analysis, the pipeline rates were used as the basis of com- 
parison, and on the basis of that later analysis by the corps, they 
reduced the transportation savings on petroleum products by 85 per- 
cent and, as pointed out in this analysis of ours made after the revised 
interim report was made, practically all of the remaining 15 percent 
should have come out also. 

The corps seems unwilling to admit that pipeline rates are lower 
than barge rates, and yet bargeline operators argue before the Federal 
Power Commission in opposition to the extension of pipeline opera- 
tions that their rates, that the pipeline rates, are lower than barge 
rates. But the corps has not admitted that in its revised interim 





report. 
ow, this document of ours has a detailed anaysis of this and other 
errors which we contend are in the report, and if you do not have time 
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to read it in detail, Senator, I recommend that you turn it over to a 
member of your staff for careful analysis and review. 

It shows that at the very most, benefit-to-cost ratio of these dupli- 
cate locks would be 0.076 to 1, considerably less than unity. 

It shows further that even though there may eventually be a need 
for duplicate locks on the Illinois Waterway, we think eventually 
there may be—— f 

Senator Kerr. But you think this is anticipating it? ; 

Mr. Hepiey. But they are anticipating it, and this analysis of ours 
shows that it will be at least 80 years before there will be a need for 
it, and certainly does ‘not, it does not seem wise that we expend money 
today for something needed 30 years hence. 

It also shows, this report of ours shows, that the corps has grossly 
underestimated the capacity of the existing locks. That is one of the 
means by which they arrive at this earlier need for such construction. 

It points out the projected savings and transportation costs, which 
would be used to justify the duplicating locks, and we submit that 
these have already been justified in using the Calumet-Sag area above 
Lockport, and these same savings will be used to justify other proj- 
ects that are currently being considered, such as the dam and lock 
down at Alton; and I believe the dam across the river at the Chain 
of Rocks in the Mississippi. 

Doing something like this is just like pledging the securities you 
have got for a loan in the bank, and then swiping them and coming 
back and pledging them again for another loan, 

Now, we are faced with this amendment which has been submitted 
by Senator Dirksen to include this $114,256,000 expenditure for dupli- 
cate locks in H.R. 7634, and apparently in such a way that the work 
would be progressed as a mere repair or rehabilitation item on this 
waterway. 

Now, throughout the consideration of this project up to this point 
it has never been considered as that part of a project at all. It has 
been treated as a major addition to the waterway facilities which are 
a later addition, and which should have all the review of economic 
justification that is usually given by the several boards and by the 
Bureau of the Budget and, as a matter of fact, this has been pre- 
sented to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. We have their position. 

Mr. Hepiey. And turned down. 

Senator Kerr. We have their position in the record. 

Mr. Hepiey. It was supposed to be delayed for at least 5 years 
and another report made on it. 

So I really do not think Senator*Dirksen realizes the full import of 
this method of handling of this project. 

I urge that the committee withhold approval in the interest of 
fiscal soundness. 

Senator Kerr. We are glad to hear you, Mr. Hedley, and I must 
say to you that I think you have made a very able presentation of 
your position. 

Mr. Heptey. Thank you. 


(The document dated April 25, 1958, previously referred to 
follows :) 
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PREFACE 


In this analysis the authors, William J. Hedley and his associates, have 
examined the original and revised drafts of the Corps of Engineers’ pro- 
posal on duplicate locks for the Illinois Waterway. They are to be com- 
plimented for providing us with this critique, for far too often such 
Federal investment projects are left unscrutinized and then frequently 
given Congressional approval by default. 


The results of this analysis merit, I believe, the careful consideration 
of the U. 8. Corps of Engineers and various state and federal agencies 
concerned with reviewing the "Duplicate Locks" proposal. Thoughtful con- 
gressmen and citizens alike will want to study this analysis for the con- 
clusions do not concur with those offered by the Corps in their report. 


Often government projects are proposed that use capital inefficiently 
while more productive uses of this capital are denied because of such di- 
versions. If this economy is to move ahead, resources should not be 
wasted in the investment of unneeded facilities. 


The fundamental question we should ask in connection with this proposal 
is: Can the citizens of the United States be confident that the con- 
struction of duplicate locks is the best and most economical way of ex- 
panding the capacity of the Illinois Waterway? Can the incremental sav- 
ings reasonably be expected to outweigh the opportunity returns that are 
foregone elsewhere in the economy as a result of diverting scarce re- 
sources into the Waterway? Can the transfer of resources from the private 
sector of our economy to the public sector in this case be justified in 
the sense that benefits exceed costs? 


This writer and Edward F. Renshaw, my associate at the University of 
Chicago, eS in our recent analysis, "The Future of the Illinois 
Waterway", that the traffic savings attributable to the proposed dupli- 
cate locks had been grossly overestimated, the lockage capacity had been 
grossly underestimated, and that the benefit-cost ratios had been greatly 
exaggerated. 


The essence of this new analysis by the Hedley group is that the substan- 
tial downward ajustment of the Corps of Engineers in its revised report 
indicates a reaction to strong criticism and the admission of certain 
errors. However, Hedley, et al. point out that the revised report still 
grossly exaggerates the need for duplicate locks and the potential bene- 
fits. 


Our report, based on the Corps’ January, 1957 draft of the Interim Survey 
Report, came to the same conclusions. My present review of the Corps! 
revised version and the Hedley group's analysis of it indicates that the 
conclusions of our report are as valid today as they were when they were 
sent to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. A re-analysis on 
my part would result in even lower benefit-cost ratios, in view of the 
Corps' downward adjustments. Also the dates at which duplicate locks 
might be needed would be even more remote in the future. 


The Hedley group takes a somewhat different approach to analyzing the 
Corps’ original and revised reports. However, the Hedley group indicates, 
as our analysis had pointed out earlier, that the Corps’ underestimate of 
capacity arises due to underestimating tonnage per lockage and overesti- 
mating lockage time. This led the Corps to suggest the need for addi- 
tional lockage capacity at a much earlier date than our analysis indi- 
cated was reasonable. That is, on the basis of presently available 
information, the earliest date at which lock capacity would be reached 
would not be until the late 1980's - 30 years hence. Therefore, it did 
not seem reasonable to us to suggest that this nation be committed to 
build duplicate locks at this time. 


@cecil B. Haver and Edward F. Renshaw, "The Future of the Illinois Water- 
way: an Analysis of the Interim Survey Report on Duplicate Locks for 
the Illinois Waterway by the U. 8S. Corps of Engineers , School of Busi- 
ness, University of Chicago , Dec. 1957. 
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The Corps' revised report has adjusted lock capacities. One notes par- 
ticularly that tonnage per lockage has been increased from 2700 to 2900 
tons, but as Hedley and his associates point out, this still understates 
the current situation, ignores the historic upward trend and grossly 
underestimates the potential capacity of the present locks. 


The Hedley analysis dramatically points out that the Corps of Engineers 
cut their estimate of transportation savings $19 million. That is, the 
Corps admits that its methods and procedures led to an overestimate of 
potential benefits by 46%. What is the explanation? Surely the people 
who constructed such an estimate should be called upon to explain this! 
Surely the methods used are suspect! Hedley and his associates quite 
appropriately question the wisdom of recommending action based on the 
Corps' present report. 


While the Corps of Engineers does adjust the traffic savings downward in 
the revised report, the estimate as currently presented is still an over- 
estimate. 


May I refer again to the analysis by this writer2 wherein it was estab- 
lished that the Corps' analysis of traffic on the Illinois Waterway in 
1970 exceeds the historical long-term average trend in traffic by 10.7 
million tons. It also exeeeds the projected tonnage by individual com- 
modities by 7.8 million tons. While one cannot be certain that the 
Corps' estimate of traffic will not be reached by 1970, owing to the 
uncertainty which attends any projection into the future, one can state 
that it is not a conservative estimate as is claimed by the Corps. 


Furthermore, we pointed out that the Corps had overestimated traffic sav- 
ings. Hedley and his associates point out, however, that the Corps has 
finally recognized that pipelines are an appropriate alternative carrier 
to barge lines in the case of petroleum products. Thus, in the revised 
version of the Corps of Engineers' report, pipeline rates are introduced 
in determining traffic savings. However, the Corps used a synthetic 
barge rate which understated the contract rate by 50%. Furthermore, at 
all points the Corps used a “line haul barge” rate that was less than any 
alternative carrier for any length of haul - even pipeline rates. How 
can the Corps of Engineers ask one to accept the credibility of such 
figures when at the present time the line haul barge companies in a brief 
to the Federal Power Commissiond have argued that pipelines, particular- 
ly the conversion of the “Little Inch", would displace barge operations 
from the long haul large volume transportation of clean petroleum pro- 
ducts. Furthermore, these same barge lines® indicated that their barge 
rates were higher than similar pipeline rates from Texas and other points 
to Chicago. The very fact that they (the barge lines) were before the 

F. P. C. arguing that pipeline conversion would serviously affect their 
business, indicates that barge rates are higher, not lower, than pipeline 
rates and therefore for many points there would be no creditable trans- 
portation savings. 


The Hedley group report also raises another important issue - that of 
double or multiple counting of the traffic savings on the Illinois Water- 
way. The use of the same traffic savings to justify a multiple number of 
projects on the river system is nothing short of exploitation of a useful 
measure of benefit estimation; namely, traffic savings. These traffic 
savings need to be prorated among various system project proposals. The 
Calumet-Sag, the Duplicate Locks for the Illinois Waterway and the Alton 
Locks, are justified largely by the Corps independently using the same 
traffic savings. These benefits are joint; therefore, let us prorate 
them rather than indulge in double counting.© 


ipid., Pp. 3-13.° 
Federal Power Commission Opinion #303. Opinion and Order issuing certi- 
$uia: of aoe convenience and necessity, June 21, 1957. 
Pp. é 


. cit., p. 35. 
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In our analysis of the Corps' report — ete the interpretation and 
measurement of transportation savings. The Corps defined navigation 
benefits as equaling the difference between the cost of users of trans- 
portation by the cheapest available alternative and the estimated cost 
to shippers by waterway. This formulation postulates the acceptance of 
a very naive and unusual demand curve./ A more likely demand for water 
transport would have some downward slope, and if the demand relationship 
were assumed to be straightlined, the traffic savings would be the dif-~ 
ference between water and alternative rates divided by two, or the aver- 
age of the difference. The estimate of traffic savings the Corps pre- 
sently uses is exactly twice the theoretical consumer surplus that traf- 
fic savings are supposed to measure. 


Th 
One other point should be reviewed; namely, that while the Corps reduces = 
costs to annual equivalents, admittedly using an unrealistically low 2 
interest rate, they on the other hand do not discount benefits to present a 


values. Thus we are asked to appraise an investment proposal in which 
the costs are in todays' terms and alternatives but the expected benefits 
from such an investment are presented as an undiscounted 50-year benefit 
stream. A realistic approach would suggest discounting these benefits to 
present values thereby providing a basis for calculating a more meaning- 
ful set of benefit-cost ratios. This would introduce a time perspective 
to the benefit-cost analysis and by inspection would suggest when to con- 
struct or at least reconsider a project proposal. 


Before releasing the reader to peruse the critique that follows, may I 
close with the following comments and questions? 


It seems to me that the Corps of Engineers might well consider other 
alternatives for extending the practical capacity of the existing locks. 
What are the merits of such devices as cluster piles and guide walls to 
facilitate tow rearrangements outside the lockage area? Or what about 
the installation of additional tie-downs, controls and culverts to avoid 
turbulence and admit and discharge water to and from the locks more rap- 
idly? 


Further, various parts of the Corps' report suggest the need for a long 
overdue study of inland water carrier transportation costs. How can the 
Corps of Engineers expect to design an economically efficient waterway 
system without at first determining the costs of waterway carriers? What 
evidence did the Corps have that led them to suggest 110' X 1200' lock 

as a better investment for the nation than a lesser sized lock? Would 
the annual operation savings of private water carriers using the 1200' 
lock be greater than the additional annual costs that a 1200’ lock neces- 
sitates over a 600' lock? What is the economy of large versus small tows 
on the waterway? What is the economy of a lock so big that tow rearrange- 
ment is not necessary? The fundamental question in various design fea- 
tures is; Do the additional benefits of a plan exceed the opportunity 
returns that are foregone by an alternative plan or use? Is the plan the ; 
best and most economical use of our resources? 


It is not apparent that very many of these and/or similar questions were 
posed or answered in drafting the Corps of Engineers’ proposal for dupli- 
cate locks for the Illinois Waterway. 


Cecil B. Haver 
Department of Economics 
University of Chicago | 


Sop. S8t.., ps °Shs 
a Ba - Note gece pet | the diagramatic interpretation of the 
demand relationship. 
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The interim survey report recommending duplicate locks on the Illinois 
aces Waterway below Lockport was prepared, issued and subsequently revised 

by the Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army, and approved by the Board of 
sent Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. This analysis of the interim report 
bh indicates: 


fits 

fit 

s to 

ng- 2. 
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con- 


A mistake of $19 million (a 45% error), admitted by the 
Corps, is indicative of the unsound bases of the Corps' 
evaluations and conclusions. 


2. Included in the Corps' evaluation of the Illinois Water- 
I way below Lockport are 11,980,000 tons of commerce and 
$17 ,646 ,000 in transportation savings which were claimed 
by the Corps for the Calumet-Sag portion of the Illinois 
Waterway above lockport. 


ks. 


to 3. A detailed analysis of all barge rates constructed and 
t used by the Corps in its evaluation of petroleum 
oid products indicates that they have underestimated the 
ap- petroleum rates by approximately 50 percent and have 
P thus overstated the savings by 50 percent on this major 
item of commerce alone. 
the 4. The wr practical single lockage tow stated by the 
Corps as 2,900 tons is understated by approximately 30 
vat percent. 
; 5. In addition to claiming inapplicable time for locking 
: (time for re-arrangement of tows prior and subsequent 
eee- to locking), the Corps has claimed other time which can- 
tows not rightly be attributed to efficient locking operations. 
— 6. The Corps’ allocation of traffic and transportation sav- 
= ings were arbitrarily made in an attempt to justify 
y j individual structures. 
the | 
7. A benefit-cost ratio greater than 0.76 is not properly 
| applicable to the evaluation of the Illinois Waterway 
pli- below Lockport. 


8. None of the proposed additional locks will be required 
i prior to the year 1984,if then. 
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The economic analysis or Interim Survey Report of the Corps of 
Engineers to determine the justification of duplicate locks on the 
Illinois Waterway recommends the constructions of an additional 
lock 110' X 1200' at each of the seven existing locks and dams on 
the Waterway below and including Lockport. 


The following analysis of the report questions the validity of the 
justification and recommendations of the Corps of Engineers and its 
approval by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 


By public notice, dated May 10, 1957, the Division Engineer, Corps 
of Engineers, Chicago, Illinois, indicated that the interim survey 
report authorized by a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on March 16, 1943, and 
a resolution of the Committee on Public Works, U. 8. Senate, adopt- 
ed on March 24, 1956, has been made by the District and the Di- 
vision Engineers, Corps of Engineers ‘and is favorable to the de- 
sired improvement for navigation". 


An examination of the syllabus to the interim survey report of 
January 25, 1957, identified by the public notice previously cited, 
contains the following quoted statement: 


“*** The anticipated transportation savings are estimated 
to be about $41,000,000 annually, with a benefit-cost ratio 
of 9.0 to one.***" 


Following the release of this interim survey report to the public, 
the railroads serving the areas tributary to the Illinois Waterway 
below Lockport availed themselves of the opportunity afforded by 
the Division Engineer's public notice of May 10, 1957 and requested 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors for time in which to 
analyze and evaluate the full context of the interim survey report. 
This request was granted and the railroads’ analysis and evalu- 
ation, along with an analysis and evaluation prepared by Dr. Cecil 
B. Haver and associates, were filed with the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors on September 27, 1957, and were acknowledged by 
that agency of government on October 10, 1957. 


On October 29, 1957, some 30 odd days after the filing of the rail- 
road report, a revised interim report was released. The syllabus 
thereto contained the following quoted statement: 


"*** The anticipated transportation savings are estimated 
to be about $22 , 000 ,000 annually, with a benefit-cost ratio 
of 4.9 to one.***" 


A $19 Million Error. While the admission and the correction of 
errors are always Commendable, it seems than an error of this 
magnitude ($19 million) would have caused the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors - the reviewing agency - to have withheld 
its action thereon until a thorough and critical examination of the 
Corps' two attempts to determine the probable average annual trans- 
portation savings could have been made. 


Notwithstanding the magnitude of the Corps’ admitted error, the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, at its meeting on Decem- 
ber 4, 1957, concurred in the views and recommendation contained in 
the revised interim survey report. 


The action taken by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
notwithstanding the radical change of the Corps of Engineers' opin- 
ion in its attempt to determine the probable average annual trans- 
portation savings as reflected by the quotations from the syllabi 
to the two interim survey reports, emphasizes the summary manner in 
which the Corps’ estimates are reviewed and validated. In many 
respects the Corps' evaluation of the Illinois Waterway navigation 
project below Lockport is parallel to its evaluation of the Mis- 
souri River navigation project. The latter evaluation was at such 
variance with the fact that it provoked a Congressional Committee 
(82nd Congress, 2d Session) to the point of concluding that: 
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"It is apparant that the Corps of Engineers has treated 
known facts with respect to this Missouri River project 
most lightly and, in some instances, recklessly. The Com- 
mittee is thoroughly dissatisfied with the Corps’ perform- 
ance and feels that such substantial doubt has been cast 
upon the Corps' methods that their results are hardly 
worthy of credence”. 


There is nothing in the Corps’ revised interim report to indicate 
that they were influenced in any way by the Congressional condem- 
nation of their evaluation procedures and methods when they reduced 
the probable average annual transportation savings from $41 million 
to $22 million. It appears, although no specific reference is made 
thereto, that the analysis and evaluation made by the railroads and 
by Dr. Haver of the University of Chicago, hereinbefore cited, con- 
tributed to the Corps' revision which brought the $19 million error 
to the surface. 


The Corps of Engineers did not indicate the estimated tonnages and 
probable transportation savings claimed in its Interim Report, ex- 
cept in the form of aggregates which were attributed to each of the 
seven proposed locks 110 feet by 1200 feet below Lockport. The 
table below shows a comparison of the Corps’ two attempts to evalu- 
ate the project and allocate the savings: 


The Corps' Allocation of Tonnage and Savings by Lock 











Average Annual Tonnages and Savings Expected To 
Develop as Result of the Seven Additional Locks 


Estimate as of Estimate as of 
January 25, 1957 October 29, 1957 
Tonnages Savings Tonnages | Savings 


Lock Areas 








ee ast 6,931,000 $11,921,000 2,720,000 $ 2,802,000 
Dresden Island 5,580,000 9,598,000 5,250,000 5,407,000 
Marseilles 1,862,000 3,203,000 1,580,000 1,627,000 
Starved Rock ) 

Peoria ) 9,594,000 16,502,000 12,120,000 12,484,000 
LaGrange ) Sie. sie 2) FA ee Pe ewe Sie ey ie 
Totals 23,967,000 $41,224,000 21,670,000 $22,320,000 





This table indicates how far afield the Corps went in trying to de- 
termine, evaluate and allocate the tonnages and the savings claimed 
as justification for seven additional locks below Lockport. 


How does the Corps justify the tonnage drop in Brandon Roads and 
Lockport from 6.9 million tons to 2.7 million tons? At the same 
time savings dropped from 11.9 million dollars to 2.8 million dol- 
lars at these same two locks. This radical shifting of tonnage and 
savings leads one to question the validity of the Corps' estimates. 


These shifting procedures on the part of the ce Engineers are 
further emphasized in the following table which been prepared 
to indicate how it evaluated each of several articles of commerce 
claimed as potential to the Illinois Waterway below Lockport: 
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Tons (Thousands) | 


The Corps' Evaluations 








Savings 
Articles As Of January As Of October 
January | October a Ba 
25, 1957 | 29, 1957/ otal avg. ¢ | Total Avg. ¢ 
(Thous.) Per Ton | cots. Per Ton 
Coal 11,024 9,970 $ 7,937 712 $ 7,178 72 
Gasoline 3, 666 3,318 12,867 351 4,579 138 
Fuel Oil 2,685 2,418 10,257 382 2,466 102 
Grain 3,427 3,101 4,455 130 4,031 130 
Iron & Steel 408 358 3,178 779 1,428 399 
Scrap Iron 168 160 410 244 429 268 
Sand & Gravel 1,893 1,706 378 20 341 20 
Sulphur 696 639 1,858 267 1,885 295 
Totals 23,967 21,670 $41,340 172 $22 ,337 103 
as as 
$41,224 $22 ,320 








When the Corps changed the traffic claimed as potential to the pro- 
ject from 23,967,000 tons to 21,670,000 tons it made a reduction of 
only 9.5 percent; however, when it changed the total savings 
claimed from $41,224,000 to $22,320,000, it made a reduction of 
45.9 percent. The preceding table indicates where and to what ex- 
tent the values attributed to each article of commerce were chang- 
ed. The gravity of some of the errors which the Corps has attempted 
to correct is well portrayed by the changes made in its evaluation 
of only two articles of commerce - gasoline and fuel oil. These 
two articles of commerce account for a reduction of 615,000 tons or 
27 percent of the total reduction in tonnage and a reduction of 
$16 ,079 ,000 or 85 percent of the total reduction in savings. 


In view of the radical changes the Corps of Engineers introduced in 
their Interim Survey Report, it would seem only reasonable that the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors - the reviewing agency - 
would have made a more thorough and careful analysis of the revised 
report before granting approval of this $114 million project. 


A Continuing Evaluation Error. Although the Corps of Engineers has 
made an attempt to correct some of the many errors in its interim 
survey report, it has failed to properly evaluate the transporta- 
tion savings ultimately attributed to gasoline and fuel oil, even 
though it has reduced the volume of these two articles of commerce 
by 615,000 tons and has reduced the transportation savings attri- 
buted to them by $16,079,000. 


In support of this assertion reference is made to Appendex A hereof 
and to the report issued by the President's Water Resources Policy 
Commission in 1950 and to the Corps’ evaluation of the Ohio River 
traffic for the year 1948 contained therein which reflects the 
barge line haul charges on gasoline and fuel oil. From the re- 
spective documents the following table has been prepared for the 
purpose of indicating the extent of the continuing errors in the 


transportation savings claimed by the Corps for the Illinois Water- j 
way below Lockport: 
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Weighted Average 
















Distance in Miles 
Commerce Transported 
By Barge 


Barge Line Haul 
Charges in Mills 
Per Ton-Mile 


Commerce 


















Illinoi llinoi 
Ohio River aaernep Ohio River eaeoa 
In 1948 In 1957 In 1948 In 1957 







Gasoline 950 728 4.56 2.81 
Fuel Oil 608 749 9.35 2.96 


Averages 887 737 5.162 2.872 


The weighted average barge line haul charges in terms of mills per 
ton-mile for the Illinois Waterway evalution of 1957 are only 62 
percent and 32 percent respectively of those for the Ohio River 
evaluation of 1948. These relationships indicate the degree to 
which the Corps has understated the barge line haul charges and 
overstated the transportation savings on gasoline and fuel oil 
ultimately claimed as justification for the Illinois Waterway below 
Lockport. These errors on the part of the Corps are further empha- 
sized by the fact that the total operating expenses of the major 
barge lines operating over the Mississippi River System and report- 
ing to the Interstate Commerce Commission for the year 1955 were 
equivalent to 5.97 mills per ton-mile, which was 108 percent great- 
er than the average barge line haul charges for gasoline and fuel 
oil of 2.87 mills per ton-mile. This establishes the fact that the 
two and one-half and three mills per ton-mile respectively which 
the Corps' revised interim survey report indicates it used were 
equivalent to only about 48 percent of the average barge line oper- 
ating expenses. As a matter of fact, the differences between the 
average transportation savings claimed by the Corps of $1.38 per 
ton on gasoline and $1.02 per ton on fuel oil, and $0.88 per ton on 
gasoline and $0.45 per ton on fuel oil, as reflected by Appendix A 
hereto, approximate 45 percent. 


The erroneous character of the barge line haul rates constructed 
and used by the Corps in its evaluation of the transportation sav- 
ings attributed to the Illinois Waterway below Lockport is well and 
further confirmed by the record of the hearings held by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, 85th Congress, lst Session. The record 
of be hearings discloses that in its evaluation of the Arkansas 
River! navigation project the Corps constructed barge line haul 
rates on the basis of private and contract barge operating costs. 


Aside from the fact that the Corps' evaluation of the I!linois 
Waterway below Lockport perpetuated the questionable procedures re- 
cited above, the Corps gave no consideration to the differences in 
barge operating conditions obtaining on the Ohio River and on the 
Illinois Waterway, despite the fact that the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors has recognized that the barge line haul cost on 
the Ohio River is about 20 to 25 percent lower than on the Illinois 
Waterway. This is due in large measure to the highly favorable 








Ore average barge line haul charges on all commerce except sand and 
gravel moving over the Ohio River in 1948 were equivalent to 5.39 mills 
per ton-mile. 


@me total annual operating expenses for the major barge lines operating 
over the Mississippi River System and reporting to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission for the year of 1955 were equivalent to 5.97 mills per 
ton-mile. 


Sa witness for the Corps of Engineers, testified in part that: “In other 
reports and in the 1954 review of the economics on the Arkansas River, 
constructed rates with relationship to private and contract barge oper- 
ating costs were used. Statistics for 1955 reveal that about 90 percent 
of the total commerce moved on the Mississippi River System did not move 
on published rates. For this reason, the use of constructed rates based 
on private and contract operating costs is more realistic than the use 
of those based on tariffs of common carrier barge operations.” 
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barge operating conditions that obtain on the Ohio River. In this 
connection it is pertinent to observe that from the standpoint of 
density of traffic, efficiency of operation and the economy of man- 
agement exercised by and the financial prosperity of the several 
barge lines operating on the Ohio River, it is foremost among all 
segments of the Mississippi River System. 





These facts demonstrate that to the extent the barge line haul 
rates constructed and used by the Corps in its evaluation of gaso- 
line and fuel oil in 1957 were less than the average of 4.56 mills 
per ton-mile on gasoline traffic in 1948 (a period during which 
barge line haul rates were known to be_less than 1957) they were 
and are inconsistent with known facts. 


Although it definitely appears that the Corps might have taken cog- 
nizance of the findings made by the Congessional Committees (82nd 
Congress, lst and 2d Sessions) which investigated its evaluation of 
the Missouri River and the Tombigee-Tennessee Rivers navigation 
projects and might also have made an attempt to improve the quality 
of subsequent evaluations, including that of the Illinois Water- 
way below Lockport, its interim report does not indicate improve- 
ment in the quality of its evaluations. As a matter of fact the 
breach between the Corps' viewpoint and that of the Congressional 
Committee has been widened, and the Corps has claimed full and 
erroneous savings on the commerce attributed to the Illinois Water- 
way below Lockport that have already been claimed for the Illinois 
Waterway above Lockport. There follows a discussion of these du- 
plications. 


In its build-up of potential commerce to support the Calumet-Sag 
portion of the Illinois Waterway above Lockport the Corps stated in 
part (House Document No. 45, 85th Congress, lst Session) that: 


“Commerce on the Illisois Waterway has increased steadily 
from 1,695,120 tons in 1935 to 19,311,422 tons in 1954.***" 


“The principal upbound movements of traffic include coal 
from the vacinity of Havana, I1l1., and destined for Chica- 
go; petroleum products from Mississippi River ports des- 
tined for Peoria, Chicago and intermediate terminals; 
grain, sand and gravel from Illinois River terminals to 
terminals in the Chicago area. Downbound commerce consists 
principally of iron and steel products, and petroleum pro- 
ducts (specifically refined gasolines) from the Chicago 
area to Mississippi River ports and coal from central I1li- 
nois to Mississippi River ports.***" 


These same observations have been reiterated by the Corps in its 
build-up of potential commerce to support that portion of the I1li- 
nois Waterway below Lockport. 


While on the whole the respective observations made by the Corps 
are substantially correct, the Corps, in order to meet its need for 
sufficient commerce to justify two different but related projects, 
has broken up the waterway into segments, above and below Lockport, 
and claimed the full transportation savings on the same tonnages of 
commerce for each of the two segments. 


For the Calumet-Sag portion of the waterway above Lockport the 
Corps claimed 18 million tons as the ultimate traffic within twen- 
ty-five or thirty years, and claimed as its present estimate of 
traffic 11,980,000 tons and evaluated the transportation savings as 
$17 ,646 ,000 annually thereon. 


@p Congressional Committee, 82d Congress, lst Session, investigating the 
Corps' evaluation of the Tombigbee-Tennessee Rivers navigation project 
stated in part that: "The Engineers’ computation of savings per 
line-haul ton are predicated upon a mathematical hypothesis.*** The 
assumptions in this formula cannot find support in reality, and yet the 
Corps used this formula to compute purported savings for traffic move- 
ment on the proposed waterway.***" 
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For that portion of the waterway below Lockport the Corps, after 
discovering an error of $19 million in its evaluation of January 

25, 1957, revised its evaluation downward on October 29, 1957, from 
23,967,000 tons and $41 million transportation savings to 21,670,000 
tons and $22 million transportation savings. In this connection, 
it may very appropriately be observed that except for the analyses 
of the Corps' evaluation of January 25, 1957, made by the railroads 
serving the areas tributary to the Illinois Waterway, and by Dr. 
Cecil B. Haver and associates of the Department of Economics, Uni- 
versity of Chicago, it is quite unlikely that any revision whatsoever 
would ever have been made such as that indicated by the Corps’ revi- 
sion of October 29, 1957. 





If, however, the transportation savings ultimately claimed by the 
Corps of $22,320,000 are reduced by $1,200,000, as calculated from 
Appendix A, to compensate for its erroneous evaluation of 56% of the 
gasoline and 20% of the fuel oil tonnages which terminate below Lock 
port, the total transportation savings on 21,670,000 tons would be- 
come $21,120,000. Even these tonnages and transportation savings 
must be adjusted to compensate for the tonnages and savings already 
claimed by the Corps for the Illinois Waterway above Lockport .© The 
table below shows the effect of these adjustments only on the Corps’ 
evaluation of the Illinois Waterway below Lockport : 


—— : vs ‘Average Annual | 





> - 


Locks 


| Transportation | itis | Benefit- 

eae | Savings | __— Charges = =—_|_cost Ratios 
k ‘ 

Lockpor hie 5 $ 435,987 $1,571,300 28 
Dresden Island 841,750 625 , 800 1.34 
Marseilles 252 ,907 733,700 .34 
Starved Rock ) 
Peoria ) 1,943,356 1,663 ,500 i. 17 
LaGrange ) ———$—$—$_ 
TOTALS $3,474,000 $4,594, 300 .76 


By compensating for the continuing errors in the Corps’ evaluation 
as reflected by its revised interim survey report of October 29, 
1957, the net commerce becomes 9,690,000 tons and the net transpor- 
tation savings becomes $3,474, 000 which, when applied to the total 
annual charges of $4,594, 300, results in a benefit-cost ratio of 
0.76 - a ratio less than unity. 


If the savings claimed by the Corps on the other articles of com- 
merce are adjusted in a like manner as those attributed to gasoline 
and fuel oil hereinbefore analyzed, to compensate for the Corps’ 
understatement of barge rates generally of about 25%, the net sav- 
ings of $3,474,000 and the benefit-cost ratios shown by the preced- 
ing table would be further materially reduced. 


Barge Operators - The Proponents. When in the Corps’ revised in- 
terim survey report of ober 29, 1957, it adverted to a public 
hearing held on August 10, 1949, and stated that "..in general, 
navigation interests indicated a desire for duplicate locks 1200 
feet long and 110 feet wide”, it identified the only beneficial 
proponents of the contemplated navigation improvement. This indi- 
cation of navigation interests, none of whom invest one single dol- 
lar for construction, maintenance and operation of any waterway, 
was taken by the Corps of Engineers as a mandate which, if 

Srctual figures in the Corps" interim survey report are shown as 

$22 ,320 ,000. 


821 670,000 tons and $21,120,000 savings attributed to the waterway below 
Lockport MINUS 11,980,000 tons and $17,646,000 savings attributed to the 
Waterway above Lockport. 


Drransportation savings claimed for sand and gravel of $341,000 and in- 
cluded in this total are not properly attributable to the justification 
of navigation projects. The Corps did not claim transportation savings 
on 8, ,000 tons of sand and gravel when it evaluated the Ohio River 
traffic in 1948 previously cited herein. 
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effectuated, would mean an initial Federal expenditure of 
$114,652,000 for construction and $4,594,000 annually thereafter 
for maintenance, operation and amortization. 


There is nothing in the Corps’ interim survey report from which it 
may even be inferred that one single shipper, either actual or po- 
tential has unqualifiedly concurred in or subscribed to ,the views 
expressed by the navigation interests which was merely "a desire 
for duplicate locks", aside from the implications set forth by the 
Corps as a means of establishing a need for seven additional locks 
which it has failed to substantiate after a period of eight years 
from August 10, 1949, when it held a public hearing and during 
which it made no effort to evaluate the project. 


Duplication of Tonnages and Savings. After eight years had elapsed 

1949-1957) the Corps brought forth the obsolete record of its pub- 

lic hearing of August 10, 1949, and concluded in its interim survey 
report of October 29, 1957, that: 


“***Recent careful checks with existing and potential 
shippers on the Illinois Waterway and examination of trends 
in future population, national gross product, and national 
traffic, future electric power needs and coal consumption: 
and expansion of traffic on the Illinois Waterway lead to 
the conclusion that the prospective commerce on the I1li- 
nois Waterway below Lockport may be conservatively esti- 
mated at 32,700,000 tons by the year 1970 and 55,000,000 
tons by the year 2000, including the traffic potential that 
may be developed upon completion of the Calumet-Sag modifi- 
cation. ***" 


This quoted statement well epitomizes the questionable character of 
the Corps' evaluation of the contemplated growth of commerce on the 
Illinois Waterway below Lockport, because it confirms the fact that 
the Corps has included 11,980,000 tons of commerce and $17,646, 
transportation savings previously attributed to the Calumet-Sag 
segment of the Illinois Waterway above Lockport. A further confir- 
mation of this fact appears in another part of the Corps' interim 
survey report. There it is stated that: 


“***The growth is not expected to take place at a uniform 
rate but rather to follow the trend line of experienced 
traffic for a few years and then increase relatively rapid- 
ly during the 1960's as a result of further improvement of 
the Calumet-Sag channel.*** This includes the additional 
traffic expected to develop after completion of the entire 
authorized Calumet-Sag improvements. ***' 


In the evaluation of the Calumet-Sag above Lockport and the I1li- 
nois Waterway below Lockport, as well as the proposed evaluation of 
the 12-ft. channel which the Corps of Engineers has stated that it 
will soon submit to Congress, one and the same traffic has been and 
must be used in establishing the transportation savings attribu- 
table to the Illinois Waterway as a whole or in segments. 


It is obvious that in its interim report on the Illinois Waterway 
below Lockport the Corps of Engineers has actually used savings 
which were computed and used to justify the Calumet-Sag. The com- 
merce and oe of these three projects (Calumet-Sag, duplicate 
locks and the 12-ft. channel depth) should be considered as a whole 
and the Corps of Engineers should scrupulously evaluate the savings 
and apportion those savings in accordance with the traffic attribu- 
table to the various segments of the entire waterway. 


There is no justification for the present procedure used by the 
Corps of Engineers in its analysis and evaluation of projects by 
the division of such projects into segments and then duplicating 
purported benefits in the justification of each of the segments. 


All of these facts clearly distinguish the Corps' revised interim 
survey report as one portraying all of the characteristics right- 
fully attributable to an unrealistic evaluation which should not _ 


Shouse Document No. 45, 85th Congress, Ist Session. 
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formulate the basis for vast Federal expenditures such as have been 
er citied herein 


The remaining pages of this analysis deal with the Corps' erroneous 


h it determinations of the existing lock capacities, all of which have 

' po- been used by the Corps in an effort to establish what it has termed 
ews as the inadequacy of the existing locks to permit the future growth 
re of traffic on the Illinois Waterway below Lockport. 

| the 


ocks Lock Capacities Claimed by The Corps. The Corps of Engineers' re- 
ars vised evaluation dated etches 29, 1957, which was unqualifiedly - 
| approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on Dec- 


ember 4, 1957, contains what have been identified by the Corps as 
the maximum and the practical annual capacities of each of the 


apsed seven existing locks in the Illinois Waterway below Lockport. To 
pub- achieve the respective capacities the Corps developed, adapted and 
urvey adhered to two formulae - one applicable to a determination of the 


maximum capacities, and the other applicable to a determination of 
the practical capacities. These formulae were stated by the Corps 


as follows: 
rends 
onal “The maximum possible capacity of any existing lock is 
ion: equal to the maximum number of lockages that can be made 
to at the lock on the basis of 100 percent utilization multi- 
oy plied by the average tonnage per lockage.***" 
00 "The practical capacity of each lock was obtained by divid- 
that ing the annual lock time in 1953 by the estimated percent- 
di fi- age of time the lock would have been in operation if the 
average number of daily lockages which occurred during the 
peak month of 1953 had prevailed throughout the year. The 
or of estimated percentage of time the lock would have been in 
1 the operation was determined by multiplying the average number 
that of daily lockages which occurred during the peak month by 
900 the average time in minutes required for lockage divided by 
rd the number of minutes in a day.***" 
r- 
"im By the application of the respective formulae and the assumption 


that the average cargo handled per tow would be 2,900 tons which 

was the average cargo handled per lockage at locks below Lockport 
rm for the year 1953, the Corps determined the estimated annual capac- 
ities to be as shown by the following table: 




















ipid- SSF a 
| of Annual Capacities in Tons Ratios 
al Locks en - | 
ire (1) Maximum - (2) Practical L @ + (1) 
Lockport 28 , 703 ,000 24 ,000 ,000 .836 
2 Brandon Road 25 , 703 ,000 24,000 ,000 -933 
n of Dresden Island 35,119 ,000 25 ,000 ,000 . 822 
it. Marseilles 30, 180 ,000 25 ,000 ,000 .828 
and Starved Rock 41,082 ,000 30 ,000 ,000 . 730 
= | Peoria 41,082 ,000 30 ,000 ,000 - 730 
| LaGrange 41,082,000 30 ,000 ,000 .730 
ay The estimated capacities of the respective locks shown by the pre- 
ceding table indicate that the practical capacities are almost 
om- equal to the maximum capacities. In developing the above table the 
te Corps has failed to accord due credence to some of its own statis- 
hole tics and has failed to take cognizance of the individual capabili- 
ings ties of the seven existing locks; that is, the maximum space in 
ibu- the lock chambers that can be occupied by single-lockage tows of 
either loaded or empty barges by tows as the practical capacity is 
approached. 
y In the following analysis an effort has been made to follow the 
g | formulae outlined by the Corps in order to point out the fallacies 
. of its analysis. This does not imply, however, that this analysis 
concurs in the statements or formulae used by the Corps for deter- 
im mining the practical capacity of the locks, especially with refer- 
a ence to the Corps' basis of single lockage tonnage determination 
Bc and practical limits determination based upon 1953 peak month oper- 


ations with 1949-1950 time study. 
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In this connection reference is made first to the following table 
from which it may be noted that each one of the seven existing 
locks 110 feet by 600 feet is capable of accommodating at least 
five different tow combinations without double- ‘locking: 


Representative Single-Lockage Tows 











Number : | | Potential Cargo 
of % of | Dimensions and Types of Barges | Capacity of Tows 
Barges| Traffic | + in Tons 
9 16 26-Ft. x 175- Ft» Open 9,000 
8 34 35-Ft. x 195-Ft- Open and Closed 12,000 
4 12 45-Ft. x 230-Ft. Closed 8,000 
4 25 50-Ft. x 240-Ft. Tank 8,800 
3 13 48-Ft. x 300-Ft. Open and Closed 9,000 
Weighted 
Average 100 9,850 


From the preceding table it may ‘be noted that the capacity of the 
lock chambers for single-lockage tows, when measured by the number 
of barges per tow, range from three to nine barges with the respec- 
tive tonnage ranging from 8,000 to 12,000 tons with a weighted 
average of 9,850 tons. Likewise, from an examination of the Corps’ 
polling of the five upper locks it may be noted that the ratios of 
the loaded barges to the empty barges locked during the two-year 
period 1949-1950 were: 52 at Lockport; 3 at Brandon Road; 54 at 
Dresden Island and Marseilles; and 55 at Starved Rock. By the 
application of these ratios (which compensate for empty barge move- 
ments) to the average cargo potential of 9,850 tons shown by the 
preceding table agd a further reduction of 20 percent to the loaded 
barges to compensate for light loads and tows which do not fully 
fill the lock chamber, a reasonable operation tow load per lockage 
as compared with the load of 2,900 tons assumed by the Corps of 
Engineers would be as follows: 


Lockport 4,100 2 
Brandon Roads 4,180 
Dresden Island 4,260 
Marseilles 4,260 
Starved Rock ) 

Peoria ) 5,340 
LaGrange ) 


The Corps' error in using 2,900 tons as the average tonnage per 
lockage is further emphasized by an examination of the three fol- 
lowing statements appearing in its interim survey reports as relat- 
ed to the fourth statement appearing in its report on the Calu- 
met-Sag portion of the waterway above Lockport, which is quoted 
from House Document No. 45, 85th Congress, Ist Session: 


"In general, the channel and bridge clearances on the 
Illinois Waterway as far upstream as Lockport afford free 
and easy navigation for tows with as many as 10 barges.***" 


"The size of the present locks (110 by 600 feet) is the 
principal factor which limits the size of tows on the I1li- 
nois Waterway below Lockport .***" 


“***The normal upbound tow contains from 5 to 8 barges, 
arranged 2 barges wide. The length of such tows varies 
from 585 feet to 920 feet. The large tows can pass through 
the existing 600-foot locks only by rearranging the tow to 
place the barges three abreast.*** The locks can handle 8 
barges and a towboat as rearranged.***" 








Opccording to the Corps’ evaluation this is the principal type barge 
used on the Illinois Waterway. 


1D;n their analysis, Dr. Cecil B. Haver and Associates of the Department 
of Economics, University of Chicago (1957) used 4,000 tons for the 
average tow at each lock - a conservative and much more valid figure 
than the Corp' 2,900 tons. 
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"***Upon completion of the present project, it is antici- 
pated that the bulk of the traffic will move in tows of 
10,000 tons or more capacity consisting of 6 or 8 barges 
(195 by 35 by 8 feet) powered by powerful turnscrew diesel 
— of from 750 to 1,000 horsepower and averaging 95 
by eet. 


These quotations establish that although tows of as many as 10 
barges can navigate the waterway below Lockport, and although as 
many as 8 barges and a towboat can be locked through each of the 
seven existing locks 110 feet by 600 feet at a single-lockage, the 
operating practices are such that the reasonably normal capabili- 
ties of the respective locks are by no means utilized. The estab- 
lishment of efficient operations of the locks, with adequate traf- 
fic discipline, maximum use of the lock chambers by combinations of 
tows as capacity is approached will increase materially the total 
tonnage of a single lockage above the 2,900 tons now estimated by 
the Corps of Engineers. This fact is evidenced by the current 
operations on the Ohio River. 


Further in this connection the estimated capacity of the Illinois 
Waterway below Lockport has been stated by the Corps as 55 million 
tons. The seven existing locks in that part of the waterway are of 
the same dimensions as those in the Ohio River, except for recent 
construction. The following table shows the tonnages of commerce 
carried over these waterways during the ten-year period 1947-1956. 
It should be noted that although the Ohio River carried approxi- 
mately 4 times the volume of tonnage as carried by the Illinois 
River there is no evidence of any of the locks on either river 
being taxed to capacity. 





Comparison of Tonnages (Thousands) 





Years Illinois Waterway 
Ohio River Below Lockport 
1947 41,397 8,814 
1948 42,792 10,779 
1949 41,300 10 ,663 
1950 48 ,597 13,715 
1951 56 ,540 14,693 
1952 55 ,957 14,040 
1953 62 ,034 16 ,492 
1954 55 ,076 15,354 
1955 71,461 17,390 
1956 76 ,376 19 ,636 











To the extent, if any, that congestion exists below Lockport, it 
has been, now is and will continue to be occasioned by the naviga- 
tion facilities in the congested areas above Lockport. This con- 
gestion is not caused by inadequate lockage facilities below Lock- 
port, as the Corps contends. It is caused by conditions above 
Lockport which cannot be remedied by additional locks below Lock- 
port. For a confirmation of this view, reference is made to the 
Corps’ discussion of navigation conditions above Lockport where it 
is unequivocally stated that: 


"***Between Joliet and Western Avenues in Chicago (on 
Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal connection to the main 
business section of Chicago) tows consist of 2 to 4 barges; 
lakeward on Western avenue tows are limited by Chicago City 
Ordinance to 2 barges; and on the Calumet-Sag Channel tows 
are limited to 1 or 2.barges because of narrow channels and 
restricted bridge clearances.***" 


The Corps in its evaluation of the Calumet-Sag portion of the I1li- 
nois Waterway above Lockport recognizes and emhasizes the naviga- 
tion difficulties presently existing above Lockport but erroneously 
attributed them to the inadequacy of locks below Lockport. 


Thus far it has been shown that the Corps erred in its determina- 
tion of the reasonably probable average tonnage per single-locking 
tows, and in contending that the size of the seven existing locks 
110 feet by 600 feet is the principal factor limiting the size of 














Lockport 
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the tows on the Illinois Waterway below Lockport. 


In addition to the errors hereinbefore cited, the Corps erred in 
its determination of the average locking time by the inclusion of 
time for preparation of the locks and for rearrangement of tows 
prior to entering and subsequent to leaving the locks, as well as 
by using the average locking time during the two-year period 
1949-1950 for which the five upper locks were polled instead of 


the average locking time for the peak month. The table below indi- 


cates: (1) the average locking time used by the Corps; (2) the 
average locking time for the peak month, including the erroneous 
time identified by the Corps as time for preparation of the locks 
and for rearrangement of tows prior to entering and subsequent to 
leaving the locks; (3) and the average locking time for the peak 
month excluding the erroneous time claimed by the Corps: 


Average Time (Minutes) Per Lockage 
Peak Month 1949-1950 














a 1949-1950 . zs 
Annual Average Including Excluding 
Used by the Corps | Erroneous Time Erroneous Time 
(1) (2) (3) 





§3.1 50.5 40.1 
Brandon Road 59.3 56.7 41.4 
Dresden Island 43.4 42.7 29.2 
Marseilles 50.5 48.1 32.8 
Starved Rock 1D 37.1 39.2 25.2 








From this table it may be noted that there is evidence of greater 
efficiency in lockages during the peak month than during the 
two-year period 1949-1950 on an average annual basis. This would 
seem to indicate that during the peak periods efficiency tends to 
be the greatest. In this connection, it may be noted that the 
Starved Rock lock was the only one of the five locks polled at 
which the efficiency during the peak month was less than for the 
period used by the Corps, and this lock was in use less time than 
were the other four. 


The inclusion of time for rearrangement of tows prior to entering 
and subsequent to leaving the locks in each of the five locks as 
well as the excessive time for preparation of the locks is an ad- 


mission of lax traffic discipline and is inconsistent with the most 


efficient utilization of the respective locks. The installation 
and use of tie-up facilities which are clear of and will not foul 
the lock area, would alleviate the necessity for arrangement of 
tows within the lock area and most of the time allocated for the 
preparation of locks would be saved. The Corps has lost sight of 
the fact that the formation of tows for navigating the lilinois 
Waterway is an operating problem, the solution of which must rest 


with the various barge operators. They are familiar with the chan- 
nel measurements, as well as the capabilities of the several locks. 


If for reasons best known and most satisfactory to them, they pre- 


fer to arrange their tows in formations which are inconsistent with. 
the best utilization and the greatest efficiency of the locks on the 


Illinois Waterway, the Corps should not have entertained the argu- 
ments advanced by them to justify additional locks when, as the 
Corps' evaluation report shows, little effort is made to utilize 


the existing locks to the fullest extent of their reasonably normal 


capabilities. 


An error which contributed to the Corps' ascertainment of the prob- 


able capacities’ of the seven existing locks is reflected in its 

determination of the percentages of time the respective locks are 
utilized. In making this determination the Corps multiplied the 
average number of daily lockages at each of -the locks during the 
peak month of 1953 by the average number of minutes required per 
lockage throughout the two-year period 1949-1950 instead of the 

peak month previously mentioned, then divided the respective pro- 


ducts by the number of minutes in one day. It is not known and the 


DWaithough the locks at Peoria and at LaGrange were not polled by the 
Corps, it claims their lockage time is the same as for Starved Rock. 
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Corps' reports do not indicate why the average number of daily 
lockages during the year of 1953 were related to the average number 
of minutes per lockage during the two-year period 1949-1950 instead 
of the number of lockages during the peak month of this period. 

Nor is it clear just why the Corps did not use the logical 1953 
lockage time in connection with the 1953 lockages. Does this indi- 
cate a lack of organization, and collection of adequate data and 
current information, or a failure to correlate pertinent data to 
represent factual conditions? The table below shows: (1) the per- 
centages of time used the Corps; (2) the percentages of time 
for the peak month of the period 1949-1950 including the erroneous 
time used by the Corps as previously mentioned, and (3) the per- 
centages of time for the peak month of the period 1949-1950 exclud- 
ing the erroneous time used by the Corps: 


Percentages of Time Locks Used Daily 


Daily 











The Corps' 7 
Gini Loneane botesmsnaties Peak Month 1949-1950 
Month shen tans Including Excluding 
of 1953 Average Erroneous Erroneous 
Time (1) Time (2) Time (3) 
Lockport 19.5 71.9 68.4 54.3 
Brandon Road 15.6 64.2 61.4 44.8 
Dresden Island 16.0 48.2 47.4 32.4 
Marseilles D 14.5 50.8 48.4 33.0 
Starved Rock 16.1 41.5 43.8 28.2 


This table indicates that the Corps has overstated the time that 
each of the respective locks was utilized during the periods shown 
as well as overstated the time required per lockage, as reflected 
by the table on page 12 hereof. If, however, the respective over- 
statements are used in connection with the average tonnages per 
lockage shown on page 10 hereof, the maximum and the practical 
—— of the existing locks are not less than those shown 
below: 











Lockport 40 ,583 34,000 

Brandon Road 37 ,000 52,532 30 ,933 

Dresden Island 51,591 76,680 41,362 ; ; 
Marseilles 44 ,337 68 , 263 36 ,453 56,115 .822 .822 
Starved Rock 75 ,652 111,377 57,376 84,436 . 758 .758 
Peoria ) Presumed by the Corps to be the 


LaGrange ) Sand as Claimed for Starved Rock 





To conclude the probable lock-capacity phase of this analysis, 
there follows a table which shows the practical capacities of the 
seven existing locks 110 feet by 600 feet and the tonnages that 
have been reported as locked during the year of 1953, together with 
ratios that the tonnages locked during that year, were of the prac- 
tical capacities indicated by the preceding table: 


Dme percentage of time that the locks at Peoria and at LaGrange are 
utilized daily is the same as at Starved Rock, according to the Corps' 
evaluation. These two locks, however, were not polled by the Corps for 
the two-year period 1949-1950. 
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Annual Tonnages (Thous.) @ Ratio 
Locks Practical Capacity (1) 
Excluding Erroneous Time| Locked During 1953 (2)/ (2) + (1) 

Lockport 45 ,024 13,281 .294 
Brandon Road 44,328 13,430 . 302 
Dresden Island 61,533 13,925 - 226 
Marseilles 56,115 12,677 .225 
Starved Rock 84,436 12,458 .147 
Peoria Not Reported 
LaGrange Not Reported 





If a straight-line growth of traffic on the Illinois Waterway below 
Lockport of 1 million tons annually (average 1949-1953) is assumed, 
which corresponds approximately with the prediction of the Corps, 
and there is no loss of any existing traffic, the saturation point 
at any of the locks would not be reached prior to the year 1984. 


Using the essential data as indicated in this analysis and shown by 
the preceding pages and following the formulae and estimated future 
tonnages figures as contained in the revised interim report of the 
Corps of Engineers, dated October 29, 1957, the following table 
indicates the dates when each existing lock will reach its practi- 
cal capacity operation and the benefit-cost ratio which might be 
claimed at that time predicated on present evaluation to justify 
the construction of additional locks. 


Year Practical Capacity Benefit-Cost Ratio 
Locks Operation Indicated (Page 11) 
Lockport ) 1985 -13 
Brandon Road ) 1984 13 
Dresden Island 2000 Plus — -63 
Marseilles 2000 Plus -16 
Starved Rock ) 2000 Plus .55 
Peoria ) 2000 Plus .55 
LaGrange ) 2000 Plus .55 


This table indicates that no need will arise for any of the pro- 
posed structures for some 26 years and no necessity exists for any 
immediate consideration of this project. 


Questionable Procedures. In his Annual Report for the year 1950, 
= ef o gineers, U. S. Army, stated among other things 
that: 


“The sudy of navigation economics requires much research 
into the prevailing pattern of commodity production and 
marketing, the essential permanence of the factors control- 
ling the distribution pattern and other broad phases of the 
past, present and indicated future economic life of the 
entire region to establish as reliable and logical trends 
as is possible to develop in a transition period so uncer- 
tain as the present and immediate past has proved to be. 
(page 274) 


“Transportation service is the product of navigation 
improvements. The economics of such service must be de- 
termined from a comprehensive public viewpoint which in- 
cludes consideration of all effects, beneficial or adverse, 
short range or long range, that can be expected to be felt 
by all persons or groups in the entire range of influence 
of the project. From a public viewpoint, a navigation pro- 
ject will be beneficial if it results in provision of need- 
ed transportation service at less total cost than that of 
equivalent service in the absence of the project or if it 
results in the exploitation of a natural resource which 
cannot now move for lack of low-cost transportation. 

(page 273) 


@yor Ohio River locks 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 (110 feet by 600 feet) the 
Corps estimated the practical capacities as not over million tons. 
(May 4, 1957). 
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These observations made by the Chief of Engineers, U. 8. Army, to 
io whom all evaluations of navigation projects prepared by the Corps 
of Engineers and reviewed by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors are ultimately transmitted, very definitely indicate a gen- 


(1) eral recognition of the basic ecoromic factors to be dealt with in 
— the study of navigation projects such as that of the Illinois 
4 Waterway below Lockport. 
)2 
26 Notwithstanding the preceding views expressed by the Chief of Engi- 
5 neers, U. S. Army, concerning the kind and the quality of research 
17 required in the study of navigation projects the revised interim 


report on the Illinois Waterway as approved by the Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors does not indicate a reasonably effec- 
— tive effort has been made to meet the requirements set by the Chief 


slow of Engineers. The Corps must be well aware of the Congressional 
ied, criticisms of its evaluations of the Tombigbee-Tennessee Rivers and 
f, the Missouri River projects, as well as the unprecedentedly assumed 
nt evaluation of the Arkansas River project, all of which have been 


cited and discussed herein. But its evaluation of the Illinois 
Waterway below Lockport clearly shows a a of the already 


| by condemned evaluation practices and procedures. 

ure 

he The Corps continues to solicit and collect from so-called potential 
shippers and civic organizations, estimated tonnages of commerce 

i- which, after being identified by it as confidential, are used in 


connection with its so-called barge line haul rate factors and the 
rates in effect via competitive transportation media, to determine 
the probable average transportation savings which are then measured 

senate by its estimated annual charges to determine the so-called bene- 
fit-cost ratio. 


— The policy on the part of the Corps of withholding from the public 
the estimated tonnages supplied to it by shipping interests and the 
estimated costs used to construct barge rates by identifying them 
as confidential,transcends if not violates the proper administra- 
tion of the Federal Civil Works Program. A case in point is the 
Corps' unwillingness to permit an examination of the estimated ton- 
nages and barge rate factors used by it in the most recent (1957) 
evaluation of the Overton-Red River navigation project. These 

— practices used in the evaluation of navigation projects tends to 
encourage unreliable estimates of tonnages to be furnished to the 

ny Corps of Engineers by Overzealous individuals and corporations 
whose personal interests rest in the proposed project, and imply an 
admission that they cannot be defended when exposed to public in- 

, spection. 


Recommendations. In view of the demonstrated fact that there is no 
urgency for the consideration of the construction of duplicate 
locks on the Illinois Waterway, the Corps' revised interim survey 
report of October 29, 1957, should be withdrawn and all action 

y1- thereon should be stayed until: 


A. The Calumet-Sag segment of the Illinois Waterway above 
Lockport has been completed and placed in full operation 
- and the effects it may have upon the movement of commerce 
on the Illinois Waterway below Lockport can be more accu- 
rately determined. 


) B. A public hearing has been held which would definitely 
identify the proponents and the opponents as well as 
| their bonafide interests. 
e, 
t 
o- ' 
d- 13tn its investigation of the Corps’ evaluation of the Tombigbee-Tennes- 


see Rivers navigation project, 82d Congress, lst Session, the Congres- 
t sional Committee stated in part that: "In computing the benefits to be 
derived from the proposed project, two prime factors are involved. The 
first one is how much money per ton would be saved by using the pro- 
posed project, and the second one is how much tonnage would move on it. 
j The computations of the Corps with respect to both factors are exagger- 
ated. ***" 
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The Corps prepares a careful analysis of the alternative 
methods of increasing the capacity and efficiency of the 
existing locks by means other than the construction of 
new lock chambers, and these analyses with supporting 
data showing relative cost and comparative efficiency be 
made public. 


The savings in transportation claimed by the Corps are 
represented by the difference between the lowest avail- 
able common carrier transportation charges and the prop- 


erly applicable common carrier barge transportation 
charges. 


All statistical data and estimates solicited, collected 
and used by the Corps, and all barge line haul rate 
facts, terminal traffic costs, traffic estimates and 
growth projection and curves and data used in the evalu- 
ation are opened to the public for examination. 
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Senator Kerr. Colonel? 

Colonel Guiuatr. Senator Kerr, that covers our railroad witnesses. 

Now, we have one other witness here, Dr. Haver, who was re- 
ferred to, and who has prepared and done a great deal of work 
in connection with the Illinois River and Illinois Waterway, and 
also the duplicate locks. 

Now, since he is going to present his evidence to you or data to 
you on the Illinois Waterway and the Missouri River in a little 
different light from what maybe the railroads have presented it to 
you, I am going to leave him to your tender mercies and take the 
rest of my flock back. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. I would like to know the connection 
of the Missouri River Basin to this hearing. 

Colonel Gutuatr. Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Haver, I believe, will 
explain to you the details about that part of it. His analysis shows, 
I iiliave, that the Missouri River is not justified to be operated in 
its present capacity, and any further expenditures in the form of 
additional authorizations under H.R. 7634 are not justified at this 
time. 

Senator Kerr. Isthere anything in the bill about further authoriza- 
tion for navigation or is there additional] authorization in the bill 
on the Missouri River Basin for other phases of the program. 

I will say this to Dr. Haver, unless the matter he is addressing 
himself to is in this bill, I would feel that his mission would be 
just as well served by addressing himself to what is in the bill, or 
what. is proposed to put into this bill. 

Colonel Goanat I inquired about the river and I understood that 
part of this was for navigation, and it is only the navigation features 
of the Missouri River that we, the railroads, are interested in. 

Senator Kerr. I had thought so and my information is that this 
authorization is not in connection with navigation. 

Colonel Gutiatr. But part of it, as I understand it, was in con- 
nection with revetment and maintaining of the channel which is part 
of the navigation features. 

Senator Kerr. That is already authorized; that is completely 
authorized. 

Colonel Gutiarr. If that is completely authorized, then any ob- 
jections to that on the part of the railroads would be out of order, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I would say it would be a matter of discussion of 
past history, Doctor. 

How much time will your presentation take? 

Mr. Haver. Sir, actually I had a comment also on the Illinois 
Waterway. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that, and I am interested in that. 
But how long will your presentation in its entirety take? 

Mr. Haver. Actually I have a prepared statement of about four 
pages of comments that I could ad fib from. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Haver. Then what I probably should do, sir, I would like to 
introduce for printing in the record, if you wish, the future of the 
Illinois Waterway, the report that I prepared, analyzing the interim 
report on duplicate locks for the Illinois Waterway. 

Senator Kerr. If your entire comments could be had in 15 minutes, 
even including the Missouri River, you go ahead. 
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STATEMENT OF CECIL B. HAVER 


Mr. Haver. Fine. I can work it in in that time, sir. 

My name is Cecil B. Haver, and I am a professor of economics and 
a private economist specializing in resource problems, conservation, and 
development. The study in which I report today was made possible 
by a grant from the Zone Committee on Waterway Projects of the As- 
sociation of American Railroads. This study was undertaken b _ 
self and Edward F. Renshaw at the University of Chicago am pub- 
lished under the auspices of the school of business of that institution. 
We are not now, nor have we ever been, employees of the AAR or 
the railroads. The facts, logic, interpretations, and the applications of 
principles used in our study of the illinois Waterway are those of the 
authors. 

Our study of duplicate locks for the Illinois Waterway was essen- 
tially a critique of the proposals made by the Corps of En ineers in 
their interim report of January 1957. Two months after the release 
of a preliminary draft of our report, the corps issued a revised draft 
of their results. While it may have been a coincidence, their revision 
was somewhat in line with the criticism that we had raised. 

The corps’ analysis led it to recommend the construction of seven 
duplicate locks 110 by 1,200 feet to supplement the seven existing locks 
of 110 times 600 feet on the Illinois Waterway between Grafton and 
Lockport. While recommending construction, the corps very spe- 
cifically pointed out that the practical operating capacity of the water- 
way below Lockport would not be reached until 1966 in the case of 
Lockport and Brandon Roads, and not until 1982 in the case of 
Starved Rock, Peoria, and La Grange. 

The benefit-cost analysis offered by the corps originally suggested a 
benefit-cost ratio of 9to 1. However, the corps modified this to 4.9 to 
1 in their revision. The significant aspect in their revised report that, 
as raised by Mr. Hedley, represented a $19 million drop in annual sav- 
ings. But I have a feeling that even the $22 million worth of benefits 
are still a gross overestimate. 

In our analysis we examine the assumptions, data, and methods used 
by the Corps of Engineers to ascertain their impact on the level of 
benefits and costs and also upon the date at which the existing locks 
can be expected to reach their practical working capacity for handling 
prospective commerce. 

Our analysis led us to the conclusion that the corps had underesti- 
mated tonnages per lockage, and they adjusted this in their revised 
report. They overestimated lockage time. 

Senator Kerr. These comments are pertinent with reference to the 
interim report of 1957 ? 

Mr. Haver. Yes, that is true, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Haver. Incidentally, while the corps recognized some of these 
changes in their revised report, they did not recognize them all, and 
they did not make adjustments on all of them nor would one expect 
them to. 

In addition, the corps implicitly assumes that no alternative prac- 
tices or changes could be made to increase the practical working ca- 
pacity of the existing locks. 


44845 O—60—pt. 3——40 
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Minor investment commitments which would extend the capacity 
of existing locks when necessary, might well be considered as an alter- 
native to duplicate locks, such as guidewalls and/or cluster piles 
with pollards outside the lock area to permit tow rearrangements; 
installation of additional tiedowns, controls, and culverts to avoid 
turbulence, and admit and discharge water more rapidly into the lock 
chambers, and finally, appropriate traffic discipline. Certainly mini- 
mum. investments such as the above would provide a means for in- 
creasing the efficiency and capacity of the existing locks when they 
reach their capacity and thereby extend the life of the present locks. 

The following table summarizes our analysis of the practical an- 
nual working capacity of the existing locks below Lockport com- 
pared to the corps estimates for those same locks. The table also 
indicates that at the annual rate of foreseeable growth of commerce 
passing through the respective locks, the existing capacities will not 
have been exhausted before the year 1988 in the case of Lockport 
and Brandon Roads and beyond the year 2000 in the case of the re- 
maining five locks. Indeed the capacity of the latter five locks ex- 
ceeds the maximum 55 million tons commerce projection of the corps 
for the Illinois Waterway in the year 2000. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


TABLE 1.—The practical annual working capacity of the Illinois Waterway below 
Lockport and the estimated dates when that capacity will be exhausted 


Practical annual work- | Estimated date when 
ing capacity of the practical annual 
waterway below working capacity of 
Lockport (millions the waterway below 


Existing lock of tons) Lockport will be 
reached 
Corps Our Corps Our 


estimate estimate estimate estimate 






Sd cna ib nadie ian 

Brandon Roads -- = = a } 28.0 47.4 1966 1988 
Marseilles. ...... 35.4 64.7 1973 2000+ 
Dresden Island a 37.3 68.6 1975 2000+ 
Starved Rock _...........- é a 

i Sc ginles becteawes bts abecaint make mal 43.4 82.6 1982 2000+ 


La Grange 


Mr. Haver. This brief table was presented in the introduction of 
my little booklet, and I have repeated it here in my comments that 
I have today. 

Briefly, it summarizes the corps estimates in column 1, and points 
out what they believe the practical working capacity of the waterway 
would be, and in column 2 I present the estimates that were arrived 
at by our study; and in column 3 I indicate the dates at which the 
corps thought the existing practical capacity of the waterway would 
be used up at each of these locks, not their 1966 Brandon Roads, and 
in 1982 in the lower three locks; and then our estimates for this, we 
found that on the basis of our traffic projection that the capacity of 
these locks would not be used up until 1988 at the first two locks, 
uamely, Brandon Roads and Lockport, and at the lower five locks 
it would be beyond the year 2000, so that what I am suggesting here 
is that, first, it will be a long time before we will need the additional 
capacity on the waterway, and it seems—TI really question whether 
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this Nation should be expending scarce dollars that could be used 
elsewhere in our waterway progr:m for authorizing this particular 
change. 

Now, the corps analysis of traffic on the Illinois Waterway in 1970 
exceeds the historical long-term average trend in that traffic by 10.7 
million tons. It also exceeds our projected tonnage by individual 
commodities by 7.8 million tons. The corps revised report lowered 
their tonnage estimates 2,327,000 tons, thus reducing these discrep- 
ancies. Their projection, however, is not a conservative one as claimed 
in their report. 

With respect to traffic savings, our analysis points out that the 
corps has overestimated traffic savings by (a) not making the adjust- 
ments in traffic savings (consumer vargie which a downward slop- 
ing demand curve makes mandatory, (b) not prorating traffic savings 
(joint benefits to other waterway systems). The corps recognizes 
this on many of their other estimates. Mr. Hedley recognized here 
benefits that have already been attributed to Calumet-Sag and to the 
Ohio and the lower Mississippi and the upper Mississippi should not 
be again counted on the Illinois Waterway, and this accounts for this 
extreme benefit-cost ratio that they have arrived at, and anyone look- 
ing at it would immediately question it for that reason alone. 

Then they have not used the proper alternative carrier, that. is, 
pipelines, not railroads in the case of petroleum products; and I 
will not enlarge on that because Mr. Hedley has pointed this out; 
and the other crucial thing is they have ignored time so that benefits 
and costs could be reviewed in the proper perspective, and it is when 
I cast, these benefits and costs by a discounting process that I can 
say that, well, this is the benefit stream, and this is the projected 
traffic stream and, therefore, we will need this project at such and 
such a time. 

Well, the corps has not done this with this particular project, 
and they recognize this on other projects, and if they had done this 
they would have projected the time at which this project was needed 
ata much later date than they, in fact, did. 

Our analysis pointed out specifically that the alternative carrier 
to bargelines in the case of petroleum products was pipelines. Thus 
in the corps revised report, they acknowledge this fact for the first 
time and introduced pipeline rates in determining traffic savings. 
However, the corps used a synthetic barge rate which understates the 
contract rate by 50 percent. Furthermore, at all points the corps used 
a line-haul barge rate that was less than any alternative carrier for 
any length of haul—even pipeline rates. How can the Corps of Engi- 
neers ask one to accept the credibility of such figures when line-haul 
barge companies in a recent brief to the Federal Power Commission 
have argued that pipelines, particularly the conversion of the Little 
Inch, would displace barge operations from the longe haul, large 
volume transportation of clean petroleum products? Furthermore, 
these same bargelines indicated that their barge rates were higher than 
similar pipeline rates from Texas and other points to Chicago. The 
very fact that bargelines were before the FPC arguing that pipeline 
conversion would seriously affect. their business indicates that barge 
rates are higher, not lower, than pipeline rates, and therefore for many 
points on this Nation’s waterways there would be no credible trans- 
portation savings for hauling petroleum products. 











802 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


Our benefit-cost analysis substantiates the conclusion of the capacity 
analysis; therefore, the benefit-cos: ratios may be of more than aca- 
demic interest. At the present time, the benefit-cost ratios relevant to 
aiding in making decisions to authorize duplicate locks for the Illinois 
Waterway are lessthan unity. Specifically for Lockport and Brandon 
Roads the ratio is 0.64 to 1, for the lower five locks the ratio is zero 
for each, and for all seven locks considered together the ratio is 0.22 
to 1. <A benefit-cost ratio of less than 1 indicates that a project pro- 
posal does not. meet the requirements set by law, namely, “benefits 
to whomsoever they accrue must equal or exceed the costs.” On the 
basis of our capacity and benefit analysis, two of these locks would 
seem to be justified in the foreseeable future, namely, 1988. But surely 
the Corps of Engineers does not want to commit this Nation now to 
authorizing locks whose potential need is so remote in the future. 
This project proposal on the basis of our analysis should be rejected 
now and not. reconsidered until such time as the growth of future 
traffic on the Illinois Waterway suggests a reappraisal. Those are my 
comments, Mr. Speaker, on the Illinois. 

Do you think I still have time to mention the comments on the 
Missouri, if I condensed them ? 

Senator Kerr. You have about 5 minutes left. 

Mr. Haver. OK then. 

Again on the Missouri, I would just like to say that here I was 
joined by Mr. Sjastad, a colleague of mine at the University of 
Chicago, and again neither he nor I are employees of AAR or the 
railroads, nor have we ever been. 

Our economic analysis reviews the current status of the Missouri 
channel stabilization and navigation project from its mouth to Sioux 
City. The project was first authorized in 1912, and construction and 
modifications are still going on with indifferent success. This Nation 
has spent over $258 million in construction alone, not including in- 
terest, operation, and maintenance charges. The Corps of Engineers 
say $91 million more, at least, is necessary. The mouth to Kansas 
City stretch has been completed enough to use for more than 20 years, 
and there has been some traffic above Kansas City, but commercial 
traffic is still negligible when compared to other waterways. 

The navigation channel work has apparently increased the prob- 
ability of floods and flood damage. At the insistence of the House 
Appropriations Committee, channel dredging for 9-foot navigation 
has been stopped for 2 years on the mouth to Kansas City reach. 

Senator Kerr. Weare familiar with that. 

Mr. Haver. It has been done for the last couple of years. 

Our analysis examined the adequacy of streamflow on the Missouri 
with respect to growing present and future uses of the total available 
water supply. We conclude that growing upstream uses with each 
passing year increase the likelihood of a high proportion of years with 
inadequate flows to maintain reasonable length navigation seasons: 
even a complete close down of navigation in the event of drought 
recurrence in the Great Plains States is possible. The adequacy of 
water with its allocation to most suitable uses is crucial in the Missouri 
Basin; therefore, our construction agencies or others should re- 
appraise the situation to avoid uneconomic overdevelopment. 

In our study we have analyzed the facts in relation to tonnages 
that may reasonably be expected for barge traffic on the Missouri 
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River. Our estimated annual tonnage projection is a maximum of 3.8 
million tons for the amortization period. This estimate is as liberal 
as the analysis would permit. The corps’ traffic projection of 5 million 
tons is 31 percent higher than ours. 

It is interesting to note that the Board of Review for Rivers and 
Harbors pointed out though in an analysis they did in 1952 that they 
projected only 4 million tons, and then the corps expanded this to 
5 million, and I was very much interested when we used our mathe- 
matical-type analysis based upon population and income in the area 
in —- to project traffic for it that we came out so similar to their 
analysis. 

Gur estimate of erosion-control benefits to agricultural lands is 
but 14 percent of the corps’ estimate. We predicated our urban 
erosion-control benefits estimate upon our analysis of agricultural 
erosion benefits. If they were as overestimated as the agricultural 
estimate, the total erosion-control benefits would only amount to $2,- 
904,000 annually. Most observers are reluctant to admit any erosion 
benefits at all, some even suggesting negative benefits to the corps’ 
navigation works in this basin up to the present time. 

Until the 1952 hearings by a subcommittee of the House A ppropria- 
tions Committee, the corps held that the benefit-cost ratio on this 
project was 1.9 to 1; since then they have modified the ratio to 1.6 to 1. 

This ratio is based on annual expected benefits arising from their 
5-million-ton traffic projection for the 1960-2010 period, alleged agri- 
cultural and urban erosion-control benefits, and annual expected costs 
associated with interest on and amortization of the estimated con- 
struction outlays (without interest during construction) plus opera- 
tion and maintenance. 

The annual traffic saving on the lower river was estimated by the 
corps at $14,625,000, of wis half was allocated to the navigation 
development and the other half to upstream flow regulation. Gross 
savings then would be $2.93 per ton of traffic. If we apply this savings 
per ton to our estimated annual tonnage of barge traffic on the Mis- 
souri, prorate it for downstream navigation benefits, we obtain an 
estimated annual traffic savings of $5,567,000 gross savings. A further 
measure of gross traffic savings was obtained by using $1.63 per ton, 
the average savings experienced on 10 of this Nation’s active inland 
waterways, when applied to our traffic estimate, yield an estimated 
gross benefit of $3,097,000. We adjust these gross benefits to more 
accurately reflect consumer surplus, which, of course, traffic savings 
presumably measure. Thus our high level and low level estimates 
of traffic savings are $2,784,000 and $1,549,000, respectively. 

The annual charges attributable to the project were estimated at 
$18,505,000. Using the above savings estimates as guides, we obtain 
benefit-cost ratios of .30 and .24 to 1, respectively, for high- and low- 
level traffic savings. The $2.93-per-ton saving is a very liberal esti- 
mate for gaging gross traffic benefits, while $1.63 is a better estimate. 
= best estimate then of the benefit-cost ratio on this project is 
.24tol. 

The problem here that arises is this: This analysis points up the 
very unfortunate position that we are in with respect to this project. 
We have sunk $258 million, exclusive of interest, and the corps pro- 
poses to spend at least $91 million more on navigation. The expected 
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annual benefits for this project will not even cover the average annual 
operation and maintenance costs of $6.2 million. Thus we are in the 
position of having partially built a project, which in its present or 
even completed state would be in the best interest of the Nation to leave 
it unused. 

Our recommendation is that the Missouri Channel stabilization and 
navigation project should be deauthorized and abandoned as such. 
Only such funds should be made available to the Corps of Engineers 
as are necessary and essential for the preservation of existing struc- 
tures, pending a study of their usefulness for other purposes. Per- 
haps some of the works could be usefully transferred to flood control 
uses. Certainly any further expenditure for navigation purposes is 
unwarranted. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit our study, “Some Economic 
Aspects of the Missouri River Navigation and Channel Stabilization 
Project,” by myself and Mr. Sjaastad to your committee and request 
that it be printed and included in the record. 

Senator Kerr. May I see it? 

Mr. Haver. Pardon me, I think I gave the secretary copies. I 
should say this particular project is really a draft of the study, and 
while it is a review draft, I think it is in shape enough that it could 
be considered and printed. 

Senator Kerr. I will say this, Doctor, we will be glad to have a 
number of copies of this filed with the committee. In view of the 
fact that the situation with reference to authorization of the Missouri 
navigation project is such as it is, it will be kept in the file and not 
printed in the record. 

Mr. Haver. Very good, sir. 

(The document. referred to will be found in the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

Senator Kerr. There will be inserted in the record this letter of 
Senator Johnson dated October 8, 1959; a letter dated July 17, 1959; 
a telegram dated July 17, 1959; a letter dated August 8, 1959, together 
with attachment; and other items, including proposed amendments 
to H.R. 7634. 

(The letters and matter referred to follow :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 
Washington, D.C., October 8, 1959. 
Senator Ronerr S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bon: As you may know, Texas, like Oklahoma, has recently been sub 
jected to another series of heavy rains. While welcomed as a blessing in some 
areas, these rains have caused serious flood damage in others. 

One area which has a serious flooding problem is Richland Hills in Tarrant 
County, Tex. This is a highly developed residential suburb of Fort Worth 
located in the Fossil Creek Watershed. The area was developed prior to 1957 
during drought conditions without realization of the potential flood damage in- 
volved. When the drought was broken by heavy rains in 1957, Richland Hills 
suffered serious flood damage, and it has been flooded several times since that 
time. Heavy rains in Texas within the last 2 weeks have again caused flood- 
ing on Fossil Creek, and Richland Hills was hit particularly hard. Over 100 
homes were evacuated and more than $650,000 damage was done. 

This residential area will always live under threat of flood and will periodically 
suffer terrible losses until something is done to control flooding on the Fossil 
Creek Watershed. The engineering on a flood control project for Fossil Creek 
and the West Fork of the Trinity River has been completed by the Fort Worth 
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district office of the Corps of Engineers, approved by the Dallas district office, 
and is presently pending before the Chief of Engineers. I have written the 
Chief of Engineers asking that these reports be completed for consideration by 
Congress as soon as possible. A copy of this letter is enclosed. 

Congressman Jim Wright of Tarrant County and I consider this flood control 
work to be of an emergency nature, and if the report should reach Congress in 
time, we plan to ask your subcommittee to include this project in the Omnibus 
Public Works Authorization bill now pending before your subcommittee. In that 
event, I hope that you will give this needed project your favorable consideration 
when it comes before the Public Works Subcommittee and that you will favor 
its inclusion in the pending bill. 

My warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Lynpon B. JoHNSON. 


Hon. RALPH W. YArRsorovuGH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to support the recommendation of the Corps of Engi- 
neers for channel improvement work to remove the danger of devastating floods 
in the area of Metropolitan Fort Worth, Tex., on the Big Fossil Creek project. 
The Engineers have estimated the cost at $2,229,000 of which $437,600 would be 
borne by local interests. 

Next, I wish to recommend that the Congress authorize and appropriate the 
estimate of the Engineers with respect to the Fort Worth Floodways on the 
West Fork of the Trinity River toward the Lake Worth Dam in order to protect 
this area from the existing peril of flood damage. 

The estimated cost for the Fort Worth Floodway is $5,343,000 of which the 
local interest would bear $3,102,000 of the cost. 

Mr. Chairman, in support of these urgent needs, I wish to record that devastat- 
ing floods drove 4,000 people from their homes in the Big Fossil Creek area and 
caused an estimated damage in excess of $5 million during the year 1957. I 
have received numerous letters from this community describing the hazards of 
living under these uncertain conditions. This area of Tarrant County has been 
flooded six times within the past 3 years. I have just reviewed a letter of a 
constituent and he relates to me that he is writing this letter as he is watching 
the flood waters rise to within a few feet of his house on Sue Drive in Fort 
Worth, Tex. In view of these perilous conditions, I suggest that this project 
be put on an emergency basis. Heavy rains have inundated residential areas 
and forced the residents of the community to flee from their homes. They have 
suffered agonizing and disheartening losses of real personal property. 

In the past few days, I have recommended the acceleration of the Trinity 
River, Tex., survey. Big Fossil Creek, of course, is a tributary of the West 
Fork of the Trinity River and drains an area of approximately 75 square miles. 
This channel runs directly through the highly valuable residential community of 
Richland Hills, a suburb of the city of Fort Worth. 

Mr. Chairman, I am advised that under existing conditions, it is estimated 
that a recurrence of the flood of 1957 would cause damages in excess of $2 mil- 
lion. In the 1957 flood over 250 homes were damaged and the potential floods 
of this nature are of course a continuous hazard until these projects are com- 
pleted. 

In summary, I strongly urge that both of these projects be accelerated and 
that the full amount of funds requested by the Corps of Engineers be authorized 
and appropriated by the Congress. 


U.S. SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL WATER RESOURCES, 
May 5, 1960. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, Public Works 
Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Inasmuch as Senator McNamara is a member of your 
subcommittee and will have presented to you in all necessary detail the Mich- 
igan public works projects which are ready for inclusion in your 1960 bill, I 
have not wanted to presume upon your time to underscore what he has said. 
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However, I would want the record to show that I am of course in full support 
of the Michigan projects which were in H.R. 7634 as passed by the House— 
Marquette Harbor, Menominee, and Presque Isle. More than that, may I espe- 
cially urge you to include in H.R. 7634 the two projects recently reported favor- 
ably to you by the Chief of Engineers: Manistee and Trenton Channel. These 
are significant projects for our State; the Corps of Engineers has indicated it 
could use funds in 1961 for construction planning, provided the projects are 
authorized. 

The inclusion of these two projects in H.R. 7634 will provide much needed eco- 
nomic benefit, one to eastern Michigan and one to western Michigan. This is 
the kind of development that I know you appreciate as an investment in the 
future, and I hope your committee will see fit to include Manistee and Trenton 
Channel in the bill. 

It would be appreciated if you would make this letter a part of the hearings 
on this legislation. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 


Puit Hart. 


Text oF LETTER ON MICHIGAN CIVIL WorKS PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 1961 SENT BY 
SENATOR Puinip A. Hart to SENATOR ALLEN J, ELLENDER, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
PuBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE 


APRIL 18, 1960. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: With your permission, there are a few comments I 
would like to make with respect to the appropriations for Michigan public works 
projects in the 1961 budget. 

Needless to say, I fully support the items contained in the President’s budget : 
The Great Lakes connecting channels, Grand Marais Harbor of Refuge, the new 
Poe Lock, Battle Creek flood control, and Saginaw River flood control. Further, 
I trust that funds will be provided for the following studies, which I understand 
are also in the President’s budget: for navigation, Great Lakes harbors, south 
shore Lake Huron, Tittabawassee River and Traverse City; for flood control, 
Sturgeon River flood control, Clinton River flood control, Detroit metropolitan 
area flood control, Grand River flood control and Huron River flood control. 

There are two additional harbors of refuge, authorized by the 1945 Rivers 
and Harbors Act, for which planning is virtually completed. These are Ham- 
mond Bay and Little Lake. They are integral parts of the chain of harbors of 
refuge along the 3,000 miles of Michigan shores; the great increase in boating 
makes their construction all the more necessary. The Corps of Engineers states 
that it would have a capability in each case in the amount of $200,000, and 
their inclusion among the new starts is eminently justified. 

Among the studies not included in the President’s budget, but for which the 
Engineers’ testimony—in response to questioning—indicated a capability, may 
I especially urge the inclusion of the Great Lakes water level studies ($65,000) 
and Gladstone Harbor ($7,000). My experience as a member of the Senate 
Select Committee on National Water Resources, to which you appointed me 
in your capacity as chairman of the Agriculture Committee, convinces me that 
we are far behind in our research with respect to the Great Lakes. At our 
committee hearing in Detroit, witness after witness underscored the fact that 
we know very little about this great natural resource. The Engineers’ im- 
portant study on regulation of levels of the lakes, originally scheduled for 
completion in fiscal 1957, should be brought to a conclusion without further 
delay. This great source of water is going to become more vital to us with 

each passing year, and I believe that the omission of funds for these studies 
would be exceedingly shortsighted. 

The Gladstone Harbor improvement would give economic assistance to a large 
portion of Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, an area which is doing much to work 
out its own unemployment problems but which would benefit from this opening 
of the door to new opportunities. 

There are two major projects in Michigan about which testimony was pre- 
sented to your committee. They are not yet authorized, but we have every 
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reason to believe that they will be included in this year’s omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill. They are Manistee and Trenton Channel (Detroit River) for 
which the Engineers estimate they could economically use $75,000 and $90,000, 
respectively, on construction planning in this fiscal year. These are significant 
projects for the well-being of our State, and I would hope they could be included 
in your appropriation bill contingent on their being authorized. 

Finally, I wish to touch on the subject of maintenance. Lack of proper 
maintenance is wasteful of public funds. It is as simple as “a stitch in time 
saves nine.” I have heard you yourself, Mr. Chairman, deplore a Government 
policy which prevents us from properly caring for projects until they are falling 
apart. Mr. Keith Wilson of the Michigan State Waterways Commission, in 
his testimony before your committee, set forth in some detail the maintenance 
needs in our State. I trust that you will be successful in sending to the Presi- 
dent a bill which makes sound provision for maintenance, nationwide. I am 
sure you will have wide support for such an endeavor. 

In closing, let me again express my admiration for your command of the 
many situations that we present to you from all parts of the country, and for 
your patience in sifting through the hundreds of requests that are made to your 
committee. I have tried to highlight those in my State which seem to carry 
the most urgency. 

Sincerely, 
Puitip A. Hart. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Bor: Enclosed are copies of the letters from Gov. Price Daniel to 
General Itschner regarding two projects in my district of great importance 
to me. 

You will note that this gives final and unqualified State approval to the plans 
of the corps as outlined in their survey report. The only hurdles left now to be 
cleared are the Department of Interior, which should be perfunctory, and that 
from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Anything whatever you can do to expedite final approval both here on the 
Hill and from within the administration will be deeply and personally appre- 
ciated by me. 

Thank you for this and all the many other courtesies you have extended to 
me. Warmest personal good wishes as always. 

Sincerely, 
JIM WRIGHT. 


STATE OF TEXAS, 
April 22, 1960. 
Lt. Gen. BE. C. IrscHNER, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR GENERAL ITSCHNER: This has further reference to your letter of 
January 27 transmitting a copy of your proposed report on Fort Worth Floodway, 
Tex. 

At my request, the Texas Board of Water Engineers reviewed this report 
pursuant to State law. Based upon the board order as evidenced by a certified 
copy hereto attached, I hereby advise that the project has been approved as to its 
feasibility, and I concur in the board’s findings. 

Sincerely yours, 
Prick DANIEL, Governor. 


STATE OF TEXAS, 
April 22, 1960. 

Lt. Gen. E. C. IrscuNer, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL ITSCHNER: This has further reference to your letter of 
February 9 enclosing a copy of your proposed report on Big Fossil Creek, Rich- 
land Hills, Tex. 
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However, I would want the record to show that I am of course in full support 
of the Michigan projects which were in H.R. 7634 as passed by the House— 
Marquette Harbor, Menominee, and Presque Isle. More than that, may I espe- 
cially urge you to include in H.R. 7634 the two projects recently reported favor- 
ably to you by the Chief of Engineers: Manistee and Trenton Channel. These 
are significant projects for our State; the Corps of Engineers has indicated it 
could use funds in 1961 for construction planning, provided the projects are 
authorized. 

The inclusion of these two projects in H.R. 7634 will provide much needed eco- 
nomic benefit, one to eastern Michigan and one to western Michigan. This is 
the kind of development that I know you appreciate as an investment in the 
future, and I hope your committee will see fit to include Manistee and Trenton 
Channel in the bill. 

It would be appreciated if you would make this letter a part of the hearings 
on this legislation. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 


Puit Harr. 


Text OF LETTER ON MICHIGAN CIvIL WorKS PROJECTS FOR Fiscal 1961 SENT BY 
SENATOR PuHinip A. Hart TO SENATOR ALLEN J, ELLENDER, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
PUBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE 


APRIL 18, 1960. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: With your permission, there are a few comments I 
would like to make with respect to the appropriations for Michigan public works 
projects in the 1961 budget. 

Needless to say, I fully support the items contained in the President’s budget : 
The Great Lakes connecting channels, Grand Marais Harbor of Refuge, the new 
Poe Lock, Battle Creek flood control, and Saginaw River flood control. Further, 
I trust that funds will be provided for the following studies, which I understand 
are also in the President’s budget: for navigation, Great Lakes harbors, south 
shore Lake Huron, Tittabawassee River and Traverse City; for flood control, 
Sturgeon River flood control, Clinton River flood control, Detroit metropolitan 
area flood control, Grand River flood control and Huron River flood control. 

There are two additional harbors of refuge, authorized by the 1945 Rivers 
and Harbors Act, for which planning is virtually completed. These are Ham- 
mond Bay and Little Lake. They are integral parts of the chain of harbors of 
refuge along the 3,000 miles of Michigan shores; the great increase in boating 
makes their construction all the more necessary. The Corps of Engineers states 
that it would have a capability in each case in the amount of $200,000, and 
their inclusion among the new starts is eminently justified. 

Among the studies not included in the President’s budget, but for which the 
Engineers’ testimony—in response to questioning—indicated a capability, may 
I especially urge the inclusion of the Great Lakes water level studies ($65,000) 
and Gladstone Harbor ($7,000). My experience as a member of the Senate 
Select Committee on National Water Resources, to which you appointed me 
in your capacity as chairman of the Agriculture Committee, convinces me that 
we are far behind in our research with respect to the Great Lakes. At our 
committee hearing in Detroit, witness after witness underscored the fact that 
we know very little about this great natural resource. The Engineers’ im- 
portant study on regulation of levels of the lakes, originally scheduled for 
completion in fiscal 1957, should be brought to a conclusion without further 
delay. This great source of water is going to become more vital to us with 

each passing year, and I believe that the omission of funds for these studies 
would be exceedingly shortsighted. 

The Gladstone Harbor improvement would give economic assistance to a large 
portion of Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, an area which is doing much to work 
out its own unemployment problems but which would benefit from this opening 
of the door to new opportunities. 

There are two major projects in Michigan about which testimony was pre- 
sented to your committee. They are not yet authorized, but we have every 
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reason to believe that they will be included in this year’s omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill. They are Manistee and Trenton Channel (Detroit River) for 
which the Engineers estimate they could economically use $75,000 and $90,000, 
respectively, on construction planning in this fiscal year. These are significant 
projects for the well-being of our State, and I would hope they could be included 
in your appropriation bill contingent on their being authorized. 

Finally, I wish to touch on the subject of maintenance. Lack of proper 
maintenance is wasteful of public funds. It is as simple as “a stitch in time 
saves nine.” I have heard you yourself, Mr. Chairman, deplore a Government 
policy which prevents us from properly caring for projects until they are falling 
apart. Mr. Keith Wilson of the Michigan State Waterways Commission, in 
his testimony before your committee, set forth in some detail the maintenance 
needs in our State. I trust that you will be successful in sending to the Presi- 
dent a bill which makes sound provision for maintenance, nationwide. I am 
sure you will have wide support for such an endeavor. 

In closing, let me again express my admiration for your command of the 
many situations that we present to you from all parts of the country, and for 
your patience in sifting through the hundreds of requests that are made to your 
committee. I have tried to highlight those in my State which seem to carry 
the most urgency. 

Sincerely, 
Puitie A. Harr. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1960. 
Hon. Rospert 8. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Bor: Enclosed are copies of the letters from Gov. Price Daniel to 
General Itschner regarding two projects in my district of great importance 
to me. 

You will note that this gives final and unqualified State approval to the plans 
of the corps as outlined in their survey report. The only hurdles left now to be 
cleared are the Department of Interior, which should be perfunctory, and that 
from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Anything whatever you can do to expedite final approval both here on the 
Hill and from within the administration will be deeply and personally appre- 
ciated by me. 

Thank you for this and all the many other courtesies you have extended to 
me. Warmest personal good wishes as always. 

Sincerely, 
Jim WRIGHT. 


STATE OF TEXAS, 
April 22, 1960. 
Lt. Gen. BE. C. IrscHNER, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL ITscHNER: This has further reference to your letter of 
January 27 transmitting a copy of your proposed report on Fort Worth Floodway, 
Tex. 

At my request, the Texas Board of Water Engineers reviewed this report 
pursuant to State law. Based upon the board order as evidenced by a certified 
copy hereto attached, I hereby advise that the project has been approved as to its 
feasibility, and I concur in the board’s findings. 

Sincerely yours, 
Price DANIEL, Governor. 


STATE OF TEXAS, 
April 22, 1960. 

Lt. Gen. E. C. IrscHNer, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL ITSCHNER: This has further reference to your letter of 
February 9 enclosing a copy of your proposed report on Big Fossil Creek, Rich- 
land Hills, Tex. 
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At my request, the Texas Board of Water Engineers reviewed this report 
pursuant to State law. Based upon the board order as evidenced by a certified 
copy hereto attached, I hereby advise that the project has been approved as to its 
feasibility, and I concur in the board’s findings. 

Sincerely yours, 
Prick DANIEL, Governor. 


OcTOBER 8, 1959. 
Maj. Gen. EMERSON C. ITSCHNER, 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear GENERAL ITsCHNER: The Corps of Engineers has under consideration 
certain flood control work on Fossil Creek and the West Fork of the Trinity River 
in Tarrant County, Tex. I understand that the engineering work has been com- 
pleted by the Fort Worth district and approved by the division office in Dallas 
and that the report is now pending in your office for approval. 

The need for this flood control work was shown by the floods which occurred 
in Fossil Creek in Richland Hills near Fort Worth in 1957. The damage done by 
these floods is shown in detail in the engineering report in your office. However, 
since that report was completed, the need for flood control on Fossil Creek has 
been brought home even more dramatically by the serious damage in the same 
area resulting from heavy rains during the last few weeks. 

I am sure you will receive a full report on this flood damage, but it appears 
that the damage caused by this flood was substantially worse than that of 1957, 
One hundred and twenty-five families had to leave their homes in Richland 
Hills on September 30, and the homes of 50 families were evacuated on October 4 
when new rains caused more high water. Richland Hills is a highly developed 
residential area and the damage caused by the recent floods has been conserva- 
tively estimated at $650,000. 

I know that this flood control project will be favorably received by you and 
by all others concerned. The purpose of this letter is not to argue the obvious 
merits of the work, but to ask that the corps complete its action and that a 
report on the project be made to Congress as soon as possible. 

In view of the widespread damage which occurs after heavy rains in this 
area, it is indispensable that the flood control water plan for this area be 
undertaken as soon as possible. Therefore, if the necessary information and 
reports are before Congress next session, Congressman Jim Wright of Tarrant 
County and I plan to ask that this project be included in the omnibus public 
works authorization bill now pending before the Senate. 

We will appreciate it if you do your utmost to complete the report and obtain 
all necessary approvals in time te permit its consideration by the Senate Public 
Works Committee early next session. If I can help in any way, please do not 
hesitate to let me know. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


JAHN FLooR COVERING, 
New Braunfels, Tex., July 17, 1959. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Our little city has just been advised by Congressman Young 
that the Blieders Creek Dam project was included in the omnibus bill passed 
by the House. 

This creek has presented a major flood problem to this city of New Braunfels 
for a long number of years, and our people have tried since the year 1936 to get 
something done about it. 

We know that we can count on your very able assistance and close attention 
to its final successful solution. 

Very sincerely, 
PAUL W. JAHN, 
Chairman, Flood Control and Water Conservation Commission, New 
Braunfels Board of City Development and Comal County Chamber of 
Commerce. 
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NEW BRAUNFELS, TEx., July 17, 1959. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Congressman Young informs us House has passed the 1959 public works 
omnibus bill including our Blieders Creek project with no strings attached. 
Our chamber of commerce and city and county officials urge you to support and 
help pass this bill this session of Congress so funds will be provided as designated 
in the bill 

FRANK T. WILSON, 
President, Comal County Chamber of Commerce, New Braunfels, Ter. 


City OF CAIRO, 
Cairo, Ill., August 8, 1959. 
Hon, JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR Cooper: There is presently under construction, study, and 
projection the rebuilding and replacement of the existing lock and dam system 
on the Ohio River beginning near Pittsburgh and ending with dam No. 53 near 
Grand Chain, Il. 

It is proposed generally to replace this almost half hundred locks and dams 
with 15 larger and better locks and dams which in turn will provide larger pools 
and will permit river navigation during low stages which at present is hampered 
seriously by certain bottlenecks existing in the Ohio River, one of them being 
the bar near Mound City, Ill. The study is under the direction of the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers at Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Of the 15 larger structures contemplated, 6, all in the upper Ohio, are under 
construction at the present time. Two of the new proposed structures are 
authorized to be constructed and three of the new proposed structures are under 
study. The four remaining proposed structures are tentatively proposed as 
replacement structures. One of these is between Mound City and Cairo, Il. 
In order that you may have a better understanding of the project I am enclosing 
herewith a plan as gotten up by the Corps of Engineers at Cincinnati. 

The city of Cairo, being a river town, is, of course, very much concerned and 
interested in anything that will benefit and help river traffic and we also recog- 
nize the fact that if this tentatively proposed lock and dam is built between 
Mound Ciy and Cairo, it will go a long ways toward alleviating unemployment in 
this area, since it will involve a large expenditure of money both in materials 
and labor. We realize that the plan insofar as the proposed lock and dam at 
Mound City is concerned is still embryonic but we believe that you can do a great 
deal to encourage the future study and eventual construction of this particular 
project. 

We therefore request that you use your good office to the end that the Corps 
of Engineers will hasten their study of this project and definitely present a plan 
for its construction and in the event that this is done that you support its 
authorization. 

Respectfully yours, 
PEYTON BERBLING, 
Corporation Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER W. McDONALD AND WALTER H. Moriceavu, MEMBERS OF 
THE TRIBAL CoUNCIL, AND Joun W. Cracun, LAwyer, ALL REPRESENTING THE 
CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES OF THE FLATHEAD RESERVATION, 
MonT., RESPECTING THE KNOWLES OR PARADISE DAM AND RESERVOIR PROJECT 
ProposeD BY WAY OF AMENDMENT TO THE FLoop Contrrot Act or 1960 


We represent the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead 
Reservation, Mont. Walter W. McDonald, a member of the tribal council and a 
former chairman of the tribal council of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Mont., is a rancher at St. Ignatius, Mont. 
Walter H. Morigeau, a member of the tribal council and former chairman of the 
tribal council of the Confederated Tribes, is a rancher residing near Arlee, Mont. 
John W. Cragun is a member of the firm of Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker of Wash- 
ington, D.C., who are the tribal attorneys for the Confederated Tribes. 
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The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has heretofore heard the oppo- 
sition of the Confederated Tribes to the building of the Knowles or the Paradise 
projects at all. Knowles Dam would be situated a few hundred feet beyond 
the reservation boundary, but would have substantially its entire reservoir 
within the reservation. Paradise Dam, downstream from Knowles, would flood 
precisely the same amount of reservation land, and, in addition, certain addi- 
tional lands on the Clark Fork River. While the tribes have heretofore been 
heard on its opposition to the development of either of these projects at all 
because of the gross and serious economic and human consequences to the Indian 
people of the Flathead Reservation, we understand that there are compelling 
reasons in the view of the United States why one or the other of these develop- 
ments must be authorized immediately. Accordingly, we urgently wish to be 
heard and to be heard as to the extent of the title to be taken, the method of 
determining values, and the manner and time of making payment. 

1. Extent of title—The proposal (committee print No. 3) on 8S. 1226, pending 
before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, is that the tribes 
shall convey “all right, title, and interest of the tribes and their members in and 
to any tribal or individually owned land required for carrying out the purposes 
of this act,” with a provision for making just compensation (a matter which 
would follow as a matter of law anyway from the proposed taking). 

This is far more of the tribal property than the United States needs to take 
to build and operate a dam. That can be done with an easement, without the 
need for taking other interests in the tribal lands, such as hunting and fishing 
rights, timber, minerals, grazing, and the like. Undoubtedly some greater 
amount of tribal lands will be needed for the initial construction than will be 
needed afterward; and under a mere easement these would revest in the 
tribes and the United States would need to pay only for the temporary use. The 
bill envisions (revised sec. 9) acquisition of lands outside the reservoir area 
necessary for ownership of sufficient lakeshore frontage and adequate adjacent 
areas for recreation and related matters. This foresees transforming what at 
present is subsistence fishing by tribal members into mere sport for the white 
man. It is unnecessary to the fundamental project and is not germane to the 
great need felt for authorizing it now. No more should be taken than is neces- 
sary to the building of the dam and related works themselves and the required 
reservoir area. The provision should be merely for an easement. 

2. Method of determining compensation.—While the Confederated Tribes on 
the whole have excellent relationships with their neighbors, determining the 
value of tribal assets which will be lost if the project is built raises problems 
which the tribes should not be compelled to endure. No Indian could sit, for 
instance, on a condemnation jury if the land is obtained “in accordance with 
the rules applicable under eminent domain proceedings.” For such Indian would 
have an interest in the outcome. We do not feel secure that our white neighbors 
would feel that the Indian is entitled to the full value of the Indian resources 
which are being foreclosed; and the alternatives of arbitration or suit in the 
Court of Claims should be accorded us. 

3. Time and manner of making compensation.—The bill now provides simply 
either for a contract with the Confederated Tribes or for a taking under the 
power of eminent domain. Under usual standards, that means (if the taking is 
by eminent domain) a suit in the U.S. District Court where the land is situated 
under a declaration of taking, followed by a trial of the issue of value. Any 
judgment would have to ‘be returned in terms of dollars; the dollars would go 
to the tribal account, and there would be immediate demands of the tribal mem- 
bership for a per capita payment—an equal share—of the resulting moneys. 
The amount involved would not be large enough for any substantial capital 
improvement by any of the members; experience shows that such per capita 
payments of a moderately large amount would be quickly dissipated. Both the 
asset would be gone and with it the income and the means and hopes for im- 
provement of the Flathead people. 

Were it not for the pendency of this proposal, we could exploit two low head 
dams on our reservation. We have the power sites, and they have been re- 
served by law for more than half a century. We know that at least one power 
company is anxious to build the two low head dams—which will produce the 
greatest part of the energy which even can be produced at Knowles; for Flat- 
head Lake provides tremendous reservoir capacity and regulation in a manner 
which will insure great production from these units. If our experience at Kerr 
Dam (Flathead site No. 1) were followed, under which we get annual rentals 
for the exploitation of the tribal damsite, we would have substantial annual 
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compensation with which to run our loan programs, pay small per capita pay- 
ments (which now can be borrowed against for worthwhile purposes, such as 
outfitting children with clothing for the new school year); and for continuing 
income for the betterment of our people. It is like income from stock or bonds 
which any non-Indian might have acquired by inheritance and which, if not 
cashed, can produce a continuing income for his benefit. 

We therefore want, if this project is to be built, to get what we might get out 
of the alternatives if it were not built: that is, annual payments fully equal to 
the exploitable value of our damsites and other property (the income from 
grazing, timber, fishing, hunting, and like matters) ; and we want it revalued 
(as our rentals at Kerr Dam are to be revalued) from time to time to reflect the 
increased value of low-cost hydroelectric power in comparison with alternatives 
that are available. 

Even more, we would like a block of power to be disposed of by the tribes from 
time to time as good business judgment might dictate. We have seen how a 
similar block of power reserved by the white people on the so-called Flathead 
Indian irrigation project (operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and less than 
18 percent of the membership of which is Indian) has increased from time to 
time over the years and is expected by those people to pay not only their 
construction costs but their O. & M. charges as well. We have seen the charts 
of the Corps of Engineers which predict a similar tremendous increase in the 
value of power over the course of the immediate future as these few valuable 
damsites are exploited and the alternative is thermal power. We feel that since 
the Flathead people have by treaty maintained the exploitable values in these 
damsites, it is only just that they—and not the United States by grabbing the 
Indian property away from them—should realize the tremendous increment in 
yalue which it is known will accrue from the head developed on tribal lands. 

4. Alternative language of S. 1226.—We have heretofore proposed, and renew 
our proposal, that section 6 be restated to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to negotiate a contract 
with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Indian Reser- 
vation in Montana (hereinafter in this section referred to as the Tribes), provid- 
ing for an easement in the United States for the project to the extent of tribal 
lands and power sites which will be occupied by the project. Any restriction 
on contracts conveying any easement in tribal lands, whether imposed by Federal 
law or the constitution or charter of the Tribes, shall not be construed to prohibit 
negotiation and consummation of the contract here referred to by the Secretary 
or the tribal council of the Tribes. Any contract thus negotiated may, at the 
election of either the Secretary or the tribal council of the Tribes, be subject to 
popular referendum in accordance with the Tribes’ constitution and bylaws. 

“(b) In the event no contract shall become effective pursuant to subparagraph 
(a) hereof, then at the election of the Tribes the terms of the acquisition of the 
easement shall be fixed either by arbitration or by an action to be brought by 
the Tribes in the United States Court of Claims or in the United States District 
Court for Montana, as they may choose. If by arbitration, the Secretary may 
select one arbitrator, the Tribes one, and the two a third, in accordance with 
the usual course of arbitration. No arbitrator shall have any interest in the 
tribal estate, nor shall be in the regular employment of the Tribes or the United 
States. Arbitrators selected by the parties shall be paid by and as agreed by the 
party selecting them; the third shall be paid by the Administrator at not to 
exceed usual rates for such services. In the event terms of the acquisition 
are settled by a court, the court shall not be limited to the rendition of a money 
judgment, but shall in its determination take into account and provide for terms 
in accordance with the provisions of subsection (c) hereof. 

“(c¢) Any contract for or determination of the terms of the acquisition of an 
easement shall provide full and fair annual compensation for the loss of the 
exploitable values of tribal damsites within the Flathead Indian Reservation 
which will be inundated by the project, and the loss or impairment of other 
tribal property including, without limitation, lands (grazing, farming, timber, 
nineral, hunting and other) ; improvements and crops thereon or resources there- 
in; public works and improvements, including roads; and impairments through 
limited access to tribal enterprises or tribal resources even though not inundated 
or taken for immediate use by the project. Authorization is hereby given for 
any or all of the following: (1) Compensation, or partial compensation, in kind, 
as by furnishing an allotment of power to the Tribes; (2) to the extent com- 
pensation in kind is not made, reevaluation of the exploitable values of tribal 
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power resources inundated by the project at reasonable intervals to the end 
that taking of the power potential of the tribal lands shall not hereafter result 
in a profit to the United States at the expense of the Tribes; and (3) retention 
by the Tribes of exclusive disposition of fishing rights within such portion of 
the reservation as is inundated by the reservoir.” 

If the matter be so urgent that full consideration cannot be given the Indian 
interests and the serious economic and human problems which are wrapped up 
in it, together with all the moral problems which arise from this kind of viola- 
tion of the treaty in order to give the white man something which he urgently 
insists upon, then we suggest that the matter be left for the sober consideration 
and reflection of the next Congress where (with the aid of appropriate Govern- 
ment agencies), the Tribes can prepare and present to. the Congress the many and 
impelling considerations which are involved. This could be done by striking 
section 6 as it now appears, and letting it read as follows : 

“Sec. 6. There are hereby reserved for further consideration by Congress all 
matters respecting the property and rights of the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Montana, including the extent of 
tribal title to be taken for the project, the means of determining compensation, 
and the time and means of making payment therefor.” 


STATEMENT OF MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION BY RAHE O. HORNUNG, MANAGER, 
GREAT LAKES DIVISION, ON AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF DUPLICATE LOCKS 
ON THE ILLINOIS WATERWAY BEFORE THE PUBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE OF THE 
U.S. SENATE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the Mississippi Valley Associa- 
tion is a voluntary, nonprofit organization whose members are widely distrib- 
uted throughout the midcontinent and gulf coastal areas of the United States. 
This membership includes associations, chambers of commerce, municipalities, 
firms, companies, and individuals, which in turn represent industrial, agri- 
cultural, commercial, conservation, and shipping interests in this area. 

For more than 41 years, the association has sponsored and strongly supported 
legislation for the development, control, wise utilization and conservation of the 
midcontinent’s soil and water resources, based upon investigations, surveys, and 
studies, with the objective of providing the maximum benefits, for the most 
people, consistent with their expanding needs and the perpetuation of these 
invaluable resources. In agreement with this long established policy, more 
than 1,300 registered delegates, representing many thousand individuals and 
organizations, were attendant at the association’s 41st annual meeting in St. 
Louis on February 7, 8 and 9, 1960, and unanimously adopted the following 
statement for inclusion in its 1960 platform : 

“Delay in the authorization of duplicate locks on the Illinois Waterway, as 
suggested by the Bureau of the Budget, will seriously curtail the ability of 
the waterway to handle foreseeable traffic. Continued tonnage growth at the 
present rate will produce traffic exceeding the design capacity of the existing 
locks in the near future. This is particularly true since the Illinois Waterway 
is the connecting link between the Mississippi River system, the Great Lakes 
and the St. Lawrence Seaway. We urge Congress to authorize this project 
immediately so as to avert the necessity of an excessively expensive crash pro- 
gram at a later date.” 

The office of the district engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at Chicago, 
in an interim survey report on January 25, 1957, found that there exists a need 
for duplicate locks on the Illinois Waterway to meet the prospective needs of 
navigation along that waterway, which connects Chicago and the Great Lakes 
with the Mississippi River. The plan calls for seven locks, adjacent to the 
existing seven locks, along the Illinois Waterway from Lockport to the La- 
Grange lock, inclusive. 

The proposed locks would be 1,200 feet long and 110 feet wide, in contrast 
to the existing locks which are each 110 feet wide but only 600 feet long. At 
January 1957 prices, the corps estimated the first cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment to be $114.7 million, with annual charges of about $4.6 million. In addi- 
tion to these costs to the Federal Government, local interests would bear the 
increased costs of highway bridge maintenance which would result from the 
project. The estimated annual transportation savings from the project was to 
be about $22 million. The benefit-to-cost ratio therefore is estimated at about 
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49 to 1. Since this ratio is highly favorable, the duplication of the seven 
existing locks was recommended. 

The Illinois Waterway is the only regularly used commercial waterway route 
connecting the Great Lakes with the Mississippi Valley system of waterways. 
There are several related major improvement programs affecting water trans- 
portation which will increase the relative importance of the waterway. These 
include: (1) the St. Lawrence Seaway, (2) the complex of major harbor and post 
terminal improvements in Metropolitan Chicago, which constitutes the northern 
terminal area for the Illinois Waterway, (3) the Calumet-Sag project, which will 
eliminate the last remaining bottleneck in the waterway connection between the 
Great Lakes and the Mississippi Valley system of waterways, except for the in- 
adequacies of the Illinois Waterway locks themselves, and (4) the very rapid rate 
of technological improvement in navigation on the inland waterway system ; Le., 
towboats and barges are becoming larger and more efficient, equipment is pro- 
vided with a multitude of technological devices which were unknown until re 
cently, and the modern multiple barge tow, common on the Mississippi River sys- 
tem, can handle 20,000 or more tons. 

The Illinois Waterway is one of the most heavily used of the major inland 
waterway routes of the United States. It was completed in essentially its 
present form in 1933. Subsequently, it has witnessed a rapid and steady 
growth. Traffic on it grew steadily from 1.7 million tons in 1935 to about 7 
million tons in each year of World War II, after which annual traffic growth 
accelerated. Currently, the waterway, below Lockport, handles more than 23 
million tons of freight per year, with annual increases of 1 to 2 million tons. 

In view of the stimulation to traffic which may be produced by the numerous 
improvements now underway, including the Calumet-Sag enlargement and the 
greatly improved terminal facilities at the port of Chicago, as well as the 
barge-ship interchange, all-water traffic that may be generated by the St. Law- 
rence Seaway, it does not appear unreasonable that the prospects of reaching 
the capacity of the existing locks is on too far in the future. The Corps of 
Engineers point out that the present waterway has an estimated annual 
capacity of about 55 million tons of barge traffic per year insofar as channel 
capacities and bridge clearances are concerned, but that the existing locks 
constitute bottlenecks with annual capacities ranging from 24 million tons at 
Lockport and Brandon Road to 30 million tons at Starved Rock, Peoria, and 
LaGrange locks. 

We urge the commmittee to authorize the duplicate locks project for the 
Illinois Waterway before further delay seriously diminishes the ability of the 
waterway to handle the accelerated projection of total traffic and causes the 
possible future necessity and increased expense of authorizing the project on 
acrash basis. 


We appreciate this opportunity to make this statement and respectfully 
request that it be included in the hearing record. 


[S. 578, 86th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for a navigation survey of the Point Roberts, Washington, area 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army 
is hereby authorized and directed to cause a survey in the interest of naviga- 
tion to be made under the direction of the Chief of Engineers, of the area in 
the vicinity of Point Roberts, Washington, subject to all applicable provisions 
of section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


[S. 650, S6th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for a preliminary examination and survey for the purpose of deter- 
mining the advisability and cost of constructing an inland ship canal between the cities 
of Seattle and Tacoma in the State of Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army 
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shall cause a preliminary examination and survey to be made for the purpose 
of determining the advisability and cost of constructing an inland ship canal 
for the navigation of ocean-type vessels between the cities of Seattle and Ta- 
coma in the State of Washington. The cost of the preliminary examination 
and survey authorized by this Act shall be paid from appropriations hereto- 
fore or hereafter made for defraying the cost of such preliminary examinations 
and surveys. 


{S. 1486, 86th Cong., 1st sexs. ] 


A BILL To modify the project for the Coralville Reservoir on Iowa River in Iowa in order 
to provide for a highway bridge across Coralville Reservoir 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the Coralville 
Reservoir on Iowa River in lowa, as authorized by the Act of June 28, 19388 
(52 Stat. 1215), is hereby modified in order to provide for a highway bridge 
across Coralville Reservoir at or near the Mehaffey site, to replace the existing 
bridge crossing of Johnson County on County Road Y. Such bridge shall be 
constructed under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the super- 
vision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with such plans as may be 
approved by the Chief of Engineers. 


{S. 1757, 86th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To modify the general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes in 
the Missouri River Basin in order to provide for certain payments to the cities of 
Mandan and Bismarck, North Dakota 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the general comprehensive plan 
for flood control and other purposes in the Missouri River Basin, as authorized 
by the Act of June 28, 1948 (52 Stat. 1215), and as modified and expanded by 
subsequent Acts, is further modified to include the payment by the Corps of 
Engineers of $577,875 to the city of Bismarck, North Dakota, and $367,950 to 
the city of Mandan, North Dakota, from funds heretofore or hereafter appro- 
priated for the Fort Peck, Garrison, or Oahe dam and reservoir projects, in 
order to compensate such cities, in accordance with the recommendations of 
the board of engineering consultants in their report on effect of Missouri River 
reservoirs on sewage facilities at Mandan and Bismarck, North Dakota, dated 
January 1956, for the Federal share of the cost of construction of sewage treat- 
ment works made necessary by the construction by the Federal Government of 
dams and reservoirs on the Missouri River. 


[S. 2860, S6th Cong., 2d sexs. ] 


A BILL To provide for a highway bridge over the Missouri River west of Platte, 
South Dakota 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
of America in Congress assembicd, That the Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir 
project, South Dakota, is modified to provide for a free highway bridge over the 
Missouri River at an appropriate location west of Platte, South Dakota. Such 
bridge shall be constructed under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and 
the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, in accordance with such plans as may 
be recommeinded by the Chief of Engineers in order to provide adequate crossing 
facilities over such river for highway traffic in the area and in replacement of 
the closure of the Wheeler Bridge by reason of constructing the Randall Reser- 
voir: Provided, That the Chief of Engineers may negotiate and contract with the 
State of South Dakota to provide the approaches to, and the ordinary mainte- 
nance of, the bridge. 


[H.R. 8347, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AN ACT To authorize the acquisition of land for a national wildlife refuge at Jackson lock 
and dam navigation project, Alabama 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for Black Warrior, Warrior, 
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eee and Tombigbee Rivers, Alabama, is hereby modified to provide for the acquisi- 
) Canal tion of land, estimated to cost $120,000 in addition to other project costs for 
nd Ta- wildlife purposes in connection with the Jackson lock and dam to permit the 
nation establishment of a wildlife refuge pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordina- 


a tion Act (16 U.S.C. 663). Lands so acquired shall be made available to the Sec; 
lations retary of the Interior for the Choctaw National Wildlife Refuge. 
Passed the House of Representatives February 15, 1960. x 
Attest: 


Raven R. Roserts, Clerk. “4, 


in order 


[H.R. 9377, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] ¢ 
United AN ACT To Ss for the protection of forest cover for reservoir areas under the = 
‘alville jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers 7 
. 1988 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
wba of American in Congress assembled, That it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
x a the United States to provide that reservoir areas of projects for flood control, 
- be navigation, hydroelectric power development, and other related purposes owned 
ring in fee and under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief 
_ we of Engineers shall be developed and maintained so as to encourage, promote, and 


assure fully adequate and dependable future resources of readily available tim- 

ber, through sustained yield programs, reforestation, and accepted conservation 

practices, and to increase the value of such areas for conservation, recreation, 

and other beneficial uses: Provided, That such development and management 

ein ta shall be accomplished to the extent practicable and compatible with other uses 
ities of of the project. 

Sec. 2. In order to carry out the national policy declared in the first section of 

this Act, the Chief of Engineers, under the supervision of the Secretary of the 


ce Army, shall provide for the protection and development of forest or other vege- 
pe seer tative cover and the establishment and maintenance of other conservation 
led ro measures on reservoir areas under his jurisdiction, so as to yield the maximum 
pe a benefit and otherwise improve such areas. Programs and policies developed 

: pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be coordinated with the Secretary of 


A 
— = Agriculture, and with appropriate State conservation agencies. 
ooo Passed the House of Representatives March 7, 1960. 
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ec Senator Kerr. Thank you, gentlemen. 
ent of The committee will recess until 9:45 Thursday morning. 
(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., a recess was taken until 9:45 a.m. Thurs- 
day, April 28, 1960. ) 


RAcpu R. Roserts, Clerk. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 28, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Con rroL—RIvers 
AND Harpors OF THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., Senator 
Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr (presiding), Fong, Young (Ohio), Moss, 
and Cooper. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

We are ready for Congressman Patman to make his statement and 
call his witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WRIGHT PATMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Parman. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing for Speaker Sam 
Rayburn and myself. 

Mr. Rayburn would like to say that he is highly in favor of this 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir project. It would be of great aid and 
benefit to his county, which includes a great sauintinnal ‘enter, Com- 
merce, Tex. It involves the district represented by Mr. Rayburn and 
the district represented by me. It is very much needed. 

Mr. Quentin Miller and Mr. John D. McCall will present the 
matter to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Mr. Patan. But I am also very much in favor of the project be- 
cause it will help a very large area and I would like to see it built at 
the earliest possible time and at the lowest possible water cost. 

There are some problems involving the cost of water which I know 
that you and the members of the committee will give serious and 
careful consideration to, and that Mr. Rayburn will appreciate and 
I will appreciate it. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Mr. McCall? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN D. McCALL, ATTORNEY, DALLAS, TEX.; AC- 
COMPANIED BY QUENTIN MILLER, PRESIDENT OF THE SULPHUR 
RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, COOPER, TEX. 


Mr. McCaun. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have furnished copies of approximately what I will say for the use 
of the record. 
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My name is John D. McCall. I reside in Dallas, Tex. The law 


ac 
firm of which I am a member is bond counsel for Sulphur River 11 
Municipal Water District in Texas, hereinafter referred to as “the at 
district.” The district and its sponsors appreciate this opportunity S 
of discussing with the committee the problem of the district. h: 
We are appreciative of the presence of Generals Itschner and Cas- p 
sidy and members of their staff. L 
The Cooper Dam project was originally recommended by the Corps 0° 
of Engineers (H. Doc. 488, 83d Cong., 2d sess.) to provide 130,000 
acre-feet. of flood-control storage, and a nominal 5,000 acre-feet of 
conservation storage. Pursuant to insistence of the State of Texas, 
through the Governor, and local interests the act authorized the ree- b 
ommended project, after modification to oo water supply for t] 
local use, conditioned “that local interests shall contribute toward the h 
cost of construction, maintenance, and operation of Cooper Reser- ; 
voir.” | 
The district. takes the position that the authorizing act and the I 
legislative history show that the district has the right to make its . 
contribution toward the cost of construction under the only law which ¢ 
provides for such contributions; namely, Public Law 208, 75th Con- 
gress, Ist session, approved November 16, 1937 (33 U.S.C.A. 70th) 
hereinafter called “Public Law 208.” If contribution is made under 
that law, the district is required to pay substantially the “incremen- | 
tal” cost of providing the additional storage. The incremental cost of : 
62,000 acre-feet of storage is about $1,867,060. The incremental cost 
of 115,000 acre-feet of storage is about $2,837,000. 
At this junction, I would like to read the pertinent paragraph of 
Public Law 208 of the 1937 act. This is it: 


Provided further, That the Secretary of War is authorized to receive from States 
and political subdivisions thereof, such funds as may be contributed by them 
to be expended in connection with funds appropriated by the United States for 
any authorized flood control work, whenever such work and expenditure may 
be considered by the Secretary of War on recommnedation of the Chief of 
Engineers as advantageous in the public interest and the plans for any reser- 
voir project may, in the discretion of the Secretary of War, on recommendation 
of the Chief of Engineers, be modified to provide additional storage capacity 
for domestic water supply or other conservation storage; on condition that the 
cost of such increased storage capacity is contributed by local agencies and that 
the local agencies agree to utilize such additional storage capacity in a manner 
consistent with Federal uses and purposes. 


That is the pertinent part of it. 

The Corps of Engineers insists that, conceding the applicability of 
Public Law 208 at the time of the passage of the 1955 authorizing 
act, now the Water Supply Act of 1958 (pt. III of the Flood Control 
Act. of 1958, Public Law 85-500, July 3, 1958) is the only law under 
which the contract can be made, because : 

After careful review of the entire matter, we have concluded that the Water 
Supply Act of 1958 superseded Public Law 208, 75th Congress, 1st session, with 
respect to municipal and industrial water supply. 

In other words Public Law 208 was repealed by implication. 

Now the district is interested in more than the semantics and the 
metaphysics involved. If the district must forego its rights under 
Public Law 208, the cost. will be calculated according to the Corps of 
Engineers “Use of facilities” formula or under some other similar 
and equally expensive formula, which raises the first cost of 62,000 
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acre-feet. of storage from $1,867,000 to $3,726,000, and the cost. of 
115,000 acre-feet from $2,837,000 to $5,800,000. Regardless of the 
attractiveness of proceeding under some features of the 1958 Water 
Supply Act, the district and its constituent municipalities do not 
have the taxing power and revenues sufficient to pay the increased 
price and feel that they must insist upon their rights under Public 
Law 208, unless such rights have been lost through the implied repeal 
of Public Law 208. 
DISTRICT’S POSITION 


The district respectfully insists (as is now, inferentially, admitted 
by the Corps of Engineers) that by virtue of the passage of the au- 
thorizing act, the district acquired the right, unless Public Law 208 
has been repealed, to make contributions toward the cost of construc- 
tion of Cooper Dam in the manner prescribed by Public Law 208; 
that the Water Supply Act of 1958 did not repeal or supersede Public 
Law 208; and through its sponsors in the Congress, seeks from the 
Senate Committee on Public Works assistance in this behalf. For 
convenience a copy of Public Law 208 is attached hereto as exhibit C. 


SUPPORTING SHOWINGS 


In support of district’s request for assistance, it presents documents, 
references to hearings, and explanatory material as follows: 


I 


The authorizing act (Public Law 218, 84th Cong. Ist sess.) and the 
legislative history attending its passage through Congress show the 
intention that the local interests would make their contributions to- 
ward construction cost of the project in the manner and at the times 
prescribed by Public Law 208. Having entered this hearing on the 
assumption that the project when authorized in 1958 was fully eligible 
for construction, under the incremental cost formula prescribed in 
Public Law 208, we are omitting a repetition of the showings hereto- 
fore made to establish that fact. However, complete references to ap- 
plicable statutes and to the legislative history designed to show that 
the projects was conceived on that theory are contained in a presenta- 
tion to Lt. Gen. E. C. Itschner, dated September 8, 1959. A complete 
copy of that presentation is attached hereto as exhibit A. On pages 
+ to 6 are found quotations from the hearing before the House com- 
mittee which show that it was the intention to make contributions of 
the incremental cost under Public Law 208. And on pages 6 to 9 of 
the exhibit are found quotations from Members of the Senate at the 
Senate hearing indicating not only that the contributions by local in- 
terests should be on the basis of the incremental cost but that the 
local interests should be accorded still further concessions by way of 
extensions for making such contributions. This exhibit may be read 
for an understanding of the conclusion that Public Law 208 is the 
law applicable to this case. 


II 


In response to the presentation to General Itschner, (art. I and ex- 
hibit A) the Chief of Engineers of the Corps of Engineers wrote the 
president of the district a letter, dated January 14, 1960, rejecting the 
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claimed right of the district to make contributions in the manner and 
according to the formula which would be applicable under Public 
Law 208, because Public Law 208 has been superseded by the Water 
Supply Act of 1958. A copy of Lt. Gen. FE. C. Itschner’s letter is 
attached hereto as exhibit B. 

There is further specific evidence that the Corps of Engineers is 
operating on the assumption that Public Law 208 has been repealed. 
On Febru uary 24, 1960, Maj. Gen. W. A. Carter, division engineer of 
the lower Mississippi River division appeared in behalf of this proj- 
ect before Senator Ellender’s subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee. He stated that the requested appropriation of $2 million 
for the construction of the project should be reduced to $1 million 
until the method of determining the share of costs to be borne by local 
interests could be reconciled with the interpretation of the corps. He 
stated that under the ruling of counsel for the Corps of Engineers the 
formula prescribed by Public Law 208 has not been effective since 
the passage of the 1958 Water Supply Act. When asked the ques- 
tion he stated that the cost to local interests for 10,000 acre-feet of 
storage under the “separable costs remaining benefit” method would 
be $1 million. 

Under the method we are now using the use-of-facilities method 
that figures goes up to about $1,900,000, I believe.! 

The water district’s figures show that the incremental cost of the 
10,000 acre-feet of storage would be about $193,000. In passing it is 
noted that the cost to local interests for 10,000 acre-feet storage would 
be on the basis of $19.30 per acre-foot at incremental cost, and $190 
per acre-foot on the basis proposed by General Carter's testimony. 


II] 


In reference to the suggested “superseding” of Public Law 208. 
This, of course, would be tantamount to the repeal of Public Law 
208. Without belaboring the question it is fundamental that courts 
do not look with favor on an implied repeal of a law. The case must 
be very strong to support a repeal by implication. In fact, to sup- 
port a repeal ‘by implication, there must be no other reasonable in- 
terpretation of the language on which the repeal would depend. 
Compelling cases can be cited on this point. 

Obviously, there was no express repeal of the law, and such is the 
customary and time-honored legislature procedure for doing away 
with an outmoded, unwanted law. The outright repeal of Public 
Law 208 was not overlooked by the Congress. This conclusion seems 
warranted by the following circumstances: 

(a) After H.R. 12080 (the first attempt at a Water Supply Act) 
was passed by the House in 1956, and before its passage by the Senate, 
the Senate Committee added to the House bill subsection (gr) to sec- 
tion 206 which would have expressly repealed Public Law 208, 
follows. I will quote that provision of the 1956 law: 


(g) That part of the second proviso of the first paragraph of section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended (33 U.S.C.A. 701h), pertaining 


1The hearing before the Appropriations Subcommittee has not been printed, but Senator 
Lyndon Johnson's office has procured for us a Thermo-Fax copy of General Carter's 
statement. 
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to modification of reservoir projects is hereby repealed, except as to contracts 
and agreements in force at the date of this Act. 

The effect of this subsection (g) was to repeal the provisions of Pub- 
lic Law 208 insofar as it involved projects of this kind. Attention is 
called to the fact that before the final passage of the bill this sub- 
section was eliminated, so when the bill reached the President there 
was no repeal section. The 1956 bill was vetoed for other reasons. 

(6) It is believed that an inquiry would show that the quoted re- 
peal section was inserted in H.R. 12080, the 1956 bill, while pending 
before the Senate committee, upon suggestion of representatives of 
the Corps of Engineers. 

(ce) Doubtless the Bureau of the Budget desired a repeal of Pub- 
lic Law 208, as evidenced by testimony of Mr. Merriman on page 60 
of the hearings on the bill which became the 1958 Water Supply Act, 
at which time Senator Kerr quoted from a memorandum written by 
the Bureau, commenting on the vetoed S. 497—being the Flood Con- 
trol Act of. 1957, which was vetoed as you know. The quotation is: 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended that the language of section 206 

of H.R. 12080 as passed by the Senate, be substituted. (The cited section is 
the one which contained the outright repeal of Public Law 208. ) 
A letter from the Bureau of the Budget to the chairman of the com- 
mittee, dated February 25, 1957, stated specifically that the Bureau 
recommended a revision of the pending bill so as to incorporate the 
cited section 206, which would have repealed Public Law 208. The 
letter is found at page 112 of the committee report—Committee Re- 
port No. 168 of 85th Congress, Ist session. 

(d) The Senate subcommittee was well aware of the provision of 


section 206 of H.R. 12080—1956 bill—which had been cited by Mr. 
Merriman of the Bureau of the Budget. 

That is in connection with the hearing on the 1958 bill. 

To make certain that the committee understood it, Senator Kerr 
introduced for the record a complete copy of the section—page 60 of 
the hearings on the 1958 bill—which copied in full the repealing 
clauses, viz: 


(g) That part of the second proviso of the first paragraph of section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended (33 U.S.C.A. 701h) pertaining 
to modification of reservoir projects is hereby repealed, except as to contracts and 
agreements in force at the date of this Act. 


(e¢) While the Senate committee made some changes in the form of 
the Water Supply Act provisions, it did not accept the invitation of 
the Bureau of the Budget to insert therein the repeal section, despite 
the fact that Mr. Merriman expressed the opinion of the administra- 
tion as to the use of the incremental cost formula, quoting from him: 

* * * This, of course, is the major problem which confronted us, so the ad- 
ministration has consistently objected whenever it could to the use of the in- 
cremental method. 

(NoteE.—The comment was in reference to the proposed use of the incremental 
cost method in determining the share of participation in the construction of the 
Millwood and supplementary dams for water supply facilities which would 
be used primarily for hydroelectric power development but, in a small part, for 
water supply.) 

(7) The committee report on the 1958 bill—Committee Report No. 
1710 of 85th Congress, 2d session—makes no recommendation that 
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Public Law 208 be repealed. On the contrary the committee indicates 
an intention of continued operation under Public Law 208 in passages 
found on page 133, viz: 


While it is true that water supply storage may be provided under certain 
conditions under existing law, title III makes possible provision of water sup- 
ply storage in reservoirs where it is apparent that there will be a future de- 
mand for such storage but where the demand. is not pressing at the time of 
construction. [Emphasis added.] 


(Nore.—It is believed that the only existing general law under which “water 
supply storage” may be provided is Public Law 208. The Flood Control Act of 
1944, with amendments only authorizes the disposition of water at Government 


dams which is surplus to the needs of the project but doesn’t provide for ac- 
quisition of storage rights. ) 


Quoting from committee report: 


Where such municipal and industrial water supply is being delivered under 
existing contracts, there is no intention of the committee to cause interference 
with such arrangements. In cases where contracts have not been entered into 
or where the actual delivery of water has not begun, it is intended that con- 
tracts may be made or modified in accordance with the provisions of title III. 


I call attention to the fact that this is a permissive right today for 
this district. 


(NoreE.—In other words as to projects authorized theretofore and which are 
not yet taking water, the procedures afforded under the Water Supply Act may 
be exercised at the option of such local interests, and as an alternative to the 
previously authorized procedures. ) 


THE SUGGESTED IMPLIED REPEAL OF PUBLIC LAW 208 


Obviously, if there has been an implied repeal it must have been 
through action both of the House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Since there seems to be no evidence during the consideration of the 
Water Supply Act of 1958 that the Senate intended to abandon the 
incremental cost basis as prescribed in Public Law 208, we should 
be justified in examining the legislation prior to the passage of the 
1958 act to discover the Senate’s most recently announced attitude on 
the retention or repeal of the methods prescribed in Public Law 208. 
The attention of the committee is called, respectfully, to the provi- 
sions of Senate Resolution 148 and to its legislative history. The 
resolution was adopted in 1957 late in the Ist session of the 85th 
Congress. 

Resolution 148 sought to expedite the obtaining from the executive 
departments of the Government information needed by the Congress 
in considering legislation for land and water utilization. Section 1 
of the resolution directed the department of the Government which 
recommends a project for authorization to furnish to the Senate, 
among other information, that set forth in 10 numbered paragraphs, 
including No. (6), viz: 

(b) Allocations of costs, to be calculated (a) by at least three methods, the 


separable costs-remaining-benefits method, the priority of use method, and the 
incremental cost method. * * * [Emphasis added. ] 


Reports? on the pending resolution were made by several depart- 
ments and agencies. 


2 Joint report by Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and Committee on Public 
Works, on S. Res. 148, Aug. 28, 1957. Rept. 1154, 85th Cong., 1st sess. 
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The Comptroller General of the United States recommended an 
amendment of another feature of the resolution. That suggestion 
was followed. 

The Federal Power Commission acceded to the requirement that 
information be furnished to the Congress on the three methods of al- 
locating costs, but added : 


The Commission believes that Congress, at the earliest practicable date, should 
select one method, preferably the separable cost-remaining-benefits method, for 
general application in order to assure uniformity and more efficient and co- 
ordinated administration among the several agencies. 


The Bureau of the Budget referred to a report it had filed with the 
Senate the previous year (85th Cong., 1st sess.) on Senate Resolution 
281, which was the forerunner of Senate Resolution 148, and reiterated 
its stand which at the time was not favorable to inclusion of the incre- 
mental-cost method of determining contributions by local agencies. 

The report of the Department of the Army (through General 
Itschner, July 9, 1957) in part reads: 


Another proposal in Senate Resolution 148 is to the effect that allocation of 
project costs should be calculated and presented on at least three bases. The 
reasons for this proposal are indicated in the supplemental memorandum (Com- 
mittee Print No. 4) accompanying Senate Resolution 148. The reasons stated 
therein are (1) that widely different effects may result from the use of equally 
valid methods of allocating costs among project purposes, and (2) that the 
method of cost allocation will determine the degrees of economic justification 
of the particular project services. With respect to the first reason stated in the 
supplemental memorandum, it is not correct that the several methods of cost 
allocation, particularly the three named in Senate Resolution 148, are equally 
valid. It is believed that where several project purposes are involved the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method is the most equitable method. On the 
other hand, how the allocated costs are distributed among specific beneficiaries 
and the general public is essentially a matter of public policy. Accordingly, we 
would have no objections to calculating and prescribing allocations of project 
costs on the three bases cited with a recommendation as to the basis considered 


most equitable. 

Senate Resolution 148 was not amended by the Senate before adop- 
tion to meet the criticisms indicated in report by the Chief of En- 
— Nevertheless, it does constitute a clear declaration of policy 

y the Senate. It is believed that the theory of implied repeal of 
the incremental cost method as set forth in Public Taw 208 is di- 
ametrically opposed to the provisions of Senate Resolution 148, the 
most recent expression of the Senate’s views on the subject. 

The principal objective of the Water Supply Act of 1958 is to 


authorize the provision that at Government-owned multipurpose 
dams, water supply: 


where States or local interests give reasonable assurances that they will con- 
tract for the use of storage for anticipated future demands within a period of 
time which will permit paying out the costs allocated to water supply within 
the life of the project, but in no way to exceed 50 years after the project is first 
used for water supply purposes. 

It seems hardly conceivable that in making such a tenuous but 
praiseworthy arrangement ible, the Congress repealed, by im- 
plication, the existing and only method through which a public agency 
may make a cash-on-the-barrelhead payment as the construction pro- 
gresses for such storage rights. 

We are hopeful that the committee will reach the conclusion that 
the district was authorized by law to proceed under the provisions of 
Public Law 208; that there was no express or implied repeal of Public 
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Law 208; and that there is every reasonable indication that it was the 
intention of Congress that rights in the Government and the district 
to operate under Public Law 208 have been preserved. The district 
requests such aid from the committee, either by the adoption of a 
favorable resolution or by such legislation as is necessary to protect 
its rights, and to make possible the use by it of the water supply which 
has been authorized by Congress and for which an appropriation has 
been made. 

Thank you, very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. McCall. 

Now is there any other witness from the district that wants to be 
heard ? 

I believe Mr. Perry wants to make a statement about Senator John- 
son’s position in this matter. 

How long will your statement take, Mr. Perry ? 

Mr. Perry. About 2 minutes. 

Senator Kerr. Why don’t you make it now ? 

(The exhibits referred to follow :) 


Exuisir A 


PRESENTATION TO LT. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY, BY SULPHUR RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT IN 
Support oF Its Request THAT THE First Cost TO THE DISTRICT OF WATER 
SuppepLy STORAGE Space BE DETERMINED ON THE INCREMENTAL-CosT BASIS OR 
Its SUBSTANTIAL EQUIVALENT AT BONHAM, TEx., DECEMBER 10, 1959 


Coorer, TEx., December 8, 1959. 
Lt. Gen. E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, U.S, Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL ITSCHNER: This memorandum is being presented to you at a 
conference held at Bonham, Tex., at the request of Congressman Sam Rayburn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and Congressman Wright Patman. 
The Congressmen have requested the conference with you because Sulphur River 
Municipal Water District is experiencing a major difficulty in negotiating a con- 
tract for the acquisition of water supply storage to be provided at Cooper Reser- 
voir. The district emphasizes the fact that Col. George M. Cookson, district 
engineer, Corps of Engineers, New Orleans, and his staff, and Maj. Gen, William 
A. Carter, the division engineer, have been very cooperative throughout our pro- 
longed negotiations and we are convinced that the unresolved question now 
remaining can be determined only after this conference, 

The district has concluded that it will not be in position to pay for the water 
supply storage on the basis of the use of facilities method of calculating its 
value if it is to acquire presently or in the future a sufficient storage capacity 
to meet its anticipated needs and anticipated obligations to the public. The 
district feels rather definitely that it should be entitled to acquire the water sup- 
ply storage on the basis, or substantially on the basis, of the incremental cost 
of providing the water supply storage at the reservoir. 

We have concluded, regretfully, that unless the Department of the Army, act- 
ing through the Chief of Engineers, can find legal support for determining the 
charge to the district for water supply storage on the basis of its “incremental 
cost” or its substantial equivalent, the district will be faced with two unpleasant 
alernatives. It will be able to contract for such a low percentage of the poten- 
tial conservation storage that it will not be able to take care of anticipated (but 
not assured) future demands, or it must seek another source of supply wherein 
the cost will not approximate $60 per acre-foot. 

Even at the expense of possible repetition these facts should be before us: The 
report by the Secretary of the Army (H. Doc. 488, 83d Cong., 2d sess., 1954) shows 
that Cooper Dam and Reservoir was originally projected for the primary pur- 
pose of flood control with incidental fish and wildlife protection. The under- 
lying study provided only 5,000 acre-feet for conservation storage for all pur- 
poses and none specifically for municipal water supply storage. When the 
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report was finally filed, inferentially it recommended 15,000 acre-feet of con- 
servation storage, 10,000 acre-feet of which being for water supply storage. 
The only specific reference in the 1954 letter of the Chief of Engineers to the 
cost of water supply was an estimated charge of approximately $1 million. The 
district understands: (a) that if no water conservation storage is provided 
other than that necessary for fish and wildlife protection the first cost of the 
dam and reservoir would be approximately $9,634,000; (b) if 10,000 acre-feet of 
water supply storage is provided the first cost of the dam and reservoir would 
be approximately $9,827,000; (c) if 62,000 acre-feet of water supply storage is 
provided the first cost of the dam and reservoir would be approximately 
$11,501,000; (d) if 115,000 acre-feet water supply storage is provided the first 
cost of the dam and reservoir would be approximately $12,471,000. 

The Corps of Engineers has offered the district the right to use the water 
supply storage provided that it contracts to pay therefor the value of the water 
supply storage based on the “use of facilities method.” 

In order to have before the conference the differences in estimated cost to 
the district of the conservation storage in a given amount based respectively on 
the incremental cost and on the use-of-facilities method, the following figures 
are shown: 


Charge based on incre- Charge based on use-of- 
mental cost facilities method 
Amount of water supply storage (acre-feet) eae salient 
| 
Amount | Per acre-foot Amount Per acre-foot 
| : | Sh 
10,000 3 --| $193, 000 | $19, 30 $680, 000 $68. 0 
62,000 - _ 1, 867, 000 30. 00 3, 726, 900 60. 0 
115,000 = SS dance 2) 837, 000 | 
! 


24. 00 5, 800, 000 | 50. 4 








Note.—All figures in this tabulation include interest during construction. 


Sixty-two thousand acre-feet seems to be the most economical amount of stor- 
age for the district if the district can acquire the right to use such storage 
substantially on the incremental cost basis. The first cost of the 62,000 acre-feet 
of storage being approximately $1,867,000. By way of comparison the district 
would be paying $3,726,900 for the 62,000 acre-feet of storage, based on the use 
of facilities method. Even by taking advantage of the generous provisions of 
the 1958 Water Supply Act, if the district purchased this 62,000 acre-feet stor- 
age on the basis of the use-of-facilities method it would be paying to the Govern- 
ment during the term of the contract, including principal and interest, approxi- 
mately $9,488,540. Even if the district went into the open market and borrowed 
money at 5 percent interest to finance the cash payment to the Government of 
the 62,000 acre-feet of water supply storage on the incremental cost basis, it 
would during the period of a 40-year bond issue, pay a total of only $6,001,490.60. 
And if under all the circumstances the charge should be figured on the incre- 
mental cost of $1,867,000, and if the district were accorded the generous terms 
of the 1958 Water Supply Act, its total repayment to the Government would be 
only $4,831 381.30. 

The district hopes that the Chief of Engineers will devise a means of making 
it possible for the district to acquire this water supply storage if the sugges- 
tions contained in this memorandum show justification for such action. The re- 
mainder of this memorandum is designed to afford for the Chief of Engineers 
a reasonable basis for favorable action on the request of the district that the 
incremental cost basis of calculation or another basis substantially equivalent 
thereto be used. 


Reasons WuHicu Micat BE CITED BY CHIEF OF ENGINEERS IN SuPPorT OF HIS 
SELECTING THE INCREMENTAL Cost METHOD 


HEARING BEFORE HOUSE COM MITTEE 


(Quotations and references pertain to hearing on H.R. 4362 before Senate 
Subcommittee, Wednesday, July 13, 1955, pp. 69 et seq.) 


H.R. 4362 does not specify that the payments to be made by local interests 
for water supply shall be determined on the “use-of-facilities method.” The 
only reference to the obligation to be assumed by local interests is in this clause 
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“that local interests shall contribute toward the costs of construction, mainte 
nance and operation of Cooper Reservoir the amounts allocated to water supply.” 

There seems to be no commitment by the Army or local interests in the hear- 
ings before the Committee on Public Works of the House and the Senate as to 
the amount of money which must be contributed by local interests for water sup- 
ply. There was no testimony by the Army to show that the cost-of-facilities 
method would be used in determining the local contribution for water supply. 
In this connection, Colonel Starbird testified before the House committee (Hear- 
ing No. 84-10 before Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
84th Cong., Ist sess., May 17, 1959, p. 25), as follows: 

“With respect to the one reservoir project, Cooper Reservoir, the local in- 
terests should reimburse Federal Government for water supply benefits that they 
would secure from that reservoir. It was impossible in view of the amount of 
investigation accomplished at the time the Chief’s report was submitted to esti- 
mate exactly what the amount to be refunded would be.” 

Colonel Starbird during the course of his testimony, after discussing the criti- 
cism of the project by the Bureau of the Budget, stated (p. 26) : 

“The Secretary of the Army, in forwarding the report, pointed out that we had 
not accomplished sufficiently detailed study to set forth the basis for contribu- 
tion. And here again it is generally normal for us in such cases to work out the 
details of the contribution during the planning stage.” 

A careful check of the testimony by all of the witnesses appearing before 
the House committee in behalf of the bill, viz: Speaker Rayburn, Congressman 
Patman, Congressman Harris, and the nine witnesses from the local community, 
shows no intimation that the cost of water supply to be paid by local interests 
is to be based on the use-of-facilities method. 

Mr. Roy Matthias of Shreveport, La., executive director of the Red River 
Valley Improvement Association, appeared for the bill and he made a point (p. 
38) of the fact that the policy underlying local contributions for this project 
because of flood-control benefits to private lands, had persisted many years prior 
to the rules invoked by the Bureau of the Budget. He cited the 19386 Flood 
Control Act which was in effect when this project was authorized. His state- 
ment contains this: 

“Il think it goes a little deeper than just a policy in the local contribution. 
The local people have contributed for years to protect themselves down there, 
and I think that just because in the middle of the game we changed the rules, 
that deserves your honest and sincere consideration. 

“With respect to Mr. Patman’s bill and Mr. Harris’ bill, the policy has been 
since the 1936 Flood Control Act that the local interests contribute rights-of-way, 
and agree to maintain the projects, and so forth, the A, B, C’s of the 1936 act. 

“IT think it is only fair that these people—although this matter is up for 
consideration at this time—should be allowed to go along with the rules that 
have been established back in 1936.” 

Nothing was said in the hearing before the House committee in reference to 
the application of the budget formula of 1951 (Circular A-47), or doubtless, 
Mr. Matthias would have likewise contended that the 1987 act (Public Law 208) 
should govern in this project. In fact, Public Law 208 is an amendment to the 
1936 Flood Control Act. 


HEARING BEFORE SENATE COM MITTEE 


(Quotations and references pertain to the hearing on H.R. 4362 before the 
Flood Control Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Wednesday, July 13, 1955, found at pp. 69 et seq.) 


Senator Hruska early in the hearing asked Mr. Jones, the civilian representa- 
tive of the Corps of Engineers, to explain the “basis” under which contributions 
will be made by local interests to cover the water supply aspects of Cooper 
Reservoir. Mr. Jones replied (p. 71) : 

“It is set up as a cash basis. In general, it could.be a work basis that the 
local people do an amount of work consistent with that amount of money.” 

(We call attention to the fact that the answer of Mr. Jones seemingly indicated 
to the committee that local “contributions” in cash would be made in accordance 
with the “general” practice therefor prescribed by Congress in Public Law 208) 

Senator Hruska then raised the question as to whether the local interest at 
the Cooper project might run into the same difficulties that were disclosed to 
the Senate committee a few days before. (Reference was made to the Ferrell's 
Bridge situation wherein the Senate committee was asked to approve a resolu- 
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tion extending the time in which the local interests would make their contribu- 
tions toward the expense of providing water supply in Ferrell's Bridge Reservoir, 
the committee hearing being found in the same pamphlet incorporating this 
hearing, being on S.J. Res. 77.) Thereupon Senator Kerr requested that later 
in the hearing, some of the witnesses enlighten the committee on that point. 
Attention is called to the fact that this situation was cleared up during the hear- 
ing aS will be shown later. 

Reference is now made to the testimony of Mr. Roy Matthias, representing 
Red River Valley Association—found at pages 81 and 82 of the hearing, and 
the colloquy of the committee members on the subject. Mr. Matthias demon- 
strated the reasons the pending bill did not seek to require local interests to 
make contributions for land enhancement because they had theretofore made 
local contributions through the issuance of levee district bonds and that this 
whole project was being operated under laws which had been force since the 
year 1936 insofar as flood control benefits were concerned. And the colloquy 
with the Senators shows that it was anticipated, in the approval of the bill by 
the committee, that contributions by local interests for water supply storage 
would be made substantially in the manner effective as to the Ferrell’s Bridge 
project and also that the same type of special delayed payment relief which was 
accorded to the Ferrell’s Bridge project would be made available to this project. 
Please note the excerpts from the colloquy : 

“Mr. Matruias. Now, as to the time of payment for that feature of the thing, 
I am not quite certain what position the Chief of Engineers will take as to what 
time these contributions shall be paid, but I feel reasonably sure, Senator, in 
view of the action on Ferrell’s Bridge Reservoir, we have more or less a pattern 
that we can follow with respect to local payments for features such as that. 

“Senator Hruska. It wasn’t so much the time of payment as the time that 
assurance could be made of completion of the structure which would then furnish 
ground for clearance of the bonding company to issue its bonds. Is that what 
you refer to in the Ferrell’s Bridge situation? 

“Mr. Marrutas. Yes sir. 

“Senator Hruska. My only concern was this is the time to get it in the bill 
and take care of it, Mr. Chairman, rather than await the development of that 
trouble.” 

Senator Kerr further explained the situation, making it clear that the local 
Cooper District would probably need the same type of relief as accorded in 
the Ferrell’s Bridge financing. 

Then, on page 82 Senator Kerr called attention to the bill which he had 
introduced and which was later enacted with refinements as the “Water Supply 
Act of 1958,” indicating that that bill might become a law in time to be of 
service in this financing. 

Your attention is directed to the committee report by the Senate committee 
favoring the legislation (Rept. 1027, 84th Cong., 1st sess., dated July 19, 1955). 
The committee report states that local interests will “contribute toward the cost 
of construction ahd operation of Cooper the amounts allocated to water supply.” 
Again the report states: “The committee was advised that local interests will 
contribute their share of the cost of water supply storage in Cooper Reservoir.” 
The report by the House committee favoring the legislation (Rept. 1056, 84th 
Cong., Ist sess., dated July 5, 1955) likewise stated that the bill was passed sub- 
ject to conditions “that local interests contribute toward the costs of construc- 
tion and operation of Cooper Reservoir the amounts allocated to water supply.” 
Frankly, we think that the bill itself and the committee reports show the legisla- 
tive intention and in fact the legislative requirement that “conributions” toward 
construction were intended and not that the district be charged for the use of 
the storage space according to the 1951 budget recommendation of charges on 
the use of facilities method. The only mention of application of the use of 
facilities method of determining local interests cost was made in the letter by 
Lieutenant General Sturgis. That suggestion was evidently discarded in the 
preparation of the bill. It was not mentioned in either of the hearings and the 
testimony of the representatives of the Army in the two hearings is certainly 
susceptible of the interpretation that the “contribution” of construction funds 
was intended. Certainly the Senate committee hearing emphasized that inter- 
pretation and the language contained in the two committee reports indicates 
such intention. 
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OTHER SUPPORT FOR APPLICABILITY OF PUBLIC LAW 208, THE “INCREMENTAL COST 
LAW” 


Many references herein have been made to the financing of water conservation 
storage space on the incremental cost basis. The method was prescribed in 
Public Law 208, 75th Congress, Ist session, approved November 16, 1937, as 
a part of the 1938 Appropriation Act for Civil Functions. It is still the only 
general law which prescribes a formula for the “contribution” by States and 
local agencies to the cost of providing conservation storage at a proposed 
Government flood control dam. The pertinent portion of the act (with emphasis 
added) is as follows: 

“The Act rendered ‘an Act authorizing the construction of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors for flood control and for other purposes,’ approved June 
22, 1936, is hereby amended by adding to the first paragraph of section 5, a 
proviso reading as follows: 

“*Provided further, That the Secretary of War is authorized to receive from 
States and political subdivisions thereof, such funds as may be contributed by 
them to be expended in connection with funds appropriated by the United States 
for any authorized flood control work whenever such work and expenditure may 
be considered by the Secretary of War, on recommendation of the Chief of En- 
gineers, as advantageous in the public interest, and the plans for any reservoir 
project may, in the discretion of the Secretary of War, on recommendation of 
the Chief of Engineers, be modified to provide additional storage capacity for 
domestic water supply or other conservation storage, on condition that the cost 
of such increased storage capacity is contributed by local agencies and that the 
local agencies agree to utilize such additional storage capacity in a manner con- 
sistent with Federal uses and purposes: And, provided further, That when con- 
tributions made by States and political subdivisions thereof, are in excess of the 
actual cost of the work contemplated and properly chargeable to such contribu- 
tions, such excess contributions may, with the approval of the Secretary of War, 
be returned to the proper representatives of the contributing interests ;’ and” 

The provisions of the section are so clear that they do not need explanation. 

Historically, the procedure under Public Law 208 during the past 20 years as 
applied to the Cooper project has been substantially as follows: Each year dur- 
ing the construction period Congress appropriates a sum of money toward the 
construction of all but the water supply component of the project. Such appro- 
priation represents a determinable percentage of the total cost to be paid by the 
Government for construction of the project. Concurrently with each such ap- 
propriation each year the local interests contribute to the Government, in cash, 
the same percentage of its total cost of providing the water supply storage. 

It has been shown above that the Senate committee rather definitely indi- 
cated application to this project of the procedure followed in financing the Fer- 
rell’s Bridge project, as modified by Senate Joint Resolution 77, 84th Congress, 
Ist session. In the Ferrell’s Bridge case the the contract between the Army and 
the local district was executed under the provisions of section 208 quoted above, 
and provided for the payment of the incremental cost of the project. The dis- 
trict had agreed to make its installment payments proportionately with the ap- 
propriations by Congress during the construction period. After the contract 
had been in effect some time, the district found that it could not sell its bonds 
for the purpose of providing its share of construction funds, until the district 
could assure the prospective purchasers of the bonds of the day by which the 
project would be completed. This really meant that the bonds could not be 
sold until Congress made the final appropriation or the appropriation for the 
fourth year of the construction period. So the Senate resolution was introduced 
to permit such modified procedure. The procedure set forth in the resolution 
had the full approval of the committee and the resolution was adopted promptly 
by the Congress. The present Chief of Engineers filed with the committee an 
explanatory letter. 

May we emphasize the fact that the committee, in passing on and approving 
the Cooper Dam and Reservoir legislation, definitely pointed to the procedure 
adopted in financing the water conservation storage cost of Ferrell’s Bridge Dam 
and indicated strongly that the Cooper District would likely require and should 
be accorded the same treatment afforded by the modification resolution. 

When the 1950 report of the Army was submitted to Gov. Allan Shivers of 
Texas in 1952, manifestly, it did not contain the letter written by General 
Sturgis in 1954 which indicated that the cost of any water supply facilities which 
might be included in the project should be financed on the use of facilities method, 
but the document which was submitted to the Governor, did contain the report 
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by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated June 20, 1950. The 
report of the Board pointed out that no provision was made in the report for 
water supply and indicated that the method of financing cost of any water supply 
storage would be that prescribed in Public Law 208. The excerpt (p. 21) 
follows: 

“No Federal works primarily to provide water supplies for municipal and 
industrial uses are found advisable. However, under existing legislation the 
plans for any Federal reservoir project for flood control may, at the time of 
preparation of detailed plans for construction, be modified in the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Army, upon recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, 
to provide additional storage capacity for water supply on condition that the cost 
of such increased storage capacity is contributed by local agencies and that 
the local agencies agree to utilize the storage capacity in a manner consistent 
with Federal purposes.” 

Perhaps it is proper to refer to several instances in this area in which public 
agencies have acquired water supply storage rights at Government dams and 
the terms under which such rights have been acquired. There are quite a 
number of such instances but a few will be cited as examples: 

(a) Lavon Reservoir on the East Fork of the Trinity River—110,000 acre-feet 
of water supply storage at a cost to the district of $1,405,752, or approximately 
$13 per acre-foot ; 

(b) Belton Reservoir—approximately 115,000 acre-feet of water supply stor- 
age at a cost of $14.55 per acre-foot ; 

(c) Ferrell’s Bridge Reservoir—250,000 acre-feet of water supply storage at 
approximately $8 per acre-foot ; 

(d) Additional contract for storage at Belton Reservoir presently being con- 
tracted with Brazos River Authority—247,000 acre-feet at approximately $14.56 
per acre-foot ; 

(e) The district hasn’t the figures before it but water supply storage rights 
were acquired by local interests on the incremental storage basis at the Garza- 
Little Elm Dam, and the Grapevine Dam ; 

(f) Water supply storage is now being furnished from Texarkana Reservoir 
at a cost which is doubtless in line with the lower cost projects listed ; 

(yg) Of course, we are apprised of the fact that Waco (through Brazos River 
Authority) is paying approximately $56 per acre-foot for water supply storage 
at Lake Waco but special cost conditions are involved including the inundation 
of valuable city property. The Ferrell’s Bridge project, as disclosed earlier, 
was calculated on the incremental cost basis, and an examination into the files 
will show that in the other projects mentioned in this connection a somewhat 
similar dollar cost was obtained by using the incremental cost formula or by 
making the calculations on other bases. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, we are hopeful that the Chief of Engineers will find sufficient 
legal warrant to justify making this water supply storage available to the dis- 
trict on an incremental cost basis. We are deeply grateful to you, to General 
Carter, and to Colonel Cookson for affording us this opportunity of a personal 
conference. 

Respectfully submitted. 

QUENTIN MILLER, President, 

Sulphur River Municipal Water District, 
By Joun D. McCattz, Counsel, 

Dallas, Tez. 


Exuisit B 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., January 14, 1960. 
Mr. QUENTIN MILLER, 
President, Sulphur River Municipal Water District, 
Cooper, Tew. 
Dear Mr. MItrer: Reference is made to your memorandum of December 8, 
1959, concerning the basis for including water supply storage in the Cooper 
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project, Texas. We have cerefully considered this matter and our views are as . 


follows. 


The Cooper project was authorized by Public Law 218, 84th Congress, ap- 
proved August 3, 1955, in accordance with plans recommended in the report 
of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 488, 83d Congress, 2d session. 
That act included a proviso that “local interest shall contribute toward the 
costs of construction, maintenance, and operation of Cooper Reservoir the 
amounts allocated to water supply.” The report of the Chief of Engineers 
stated that the cost of the Cooper Dam and other Sulphur River improvements 
should be allocated at the time of construction among the several purposes 
served on the basis that all purposes would share equitably in the savings that 
result from combining separate functions in a multiple-purpose project. The 
Chief of Engineers also stated that information on which to base an equitable 
allocation of costs could not be obtained without the expenditure of additional 
time and money. However, on the basis of available data, he indicated that 
the local cash contribution for water supply would be in the order of about $1 
million. That amount was determined on the basis of a water supply storage 
capacity of 10,000 acre-feet. 

The Water Supply Act of 1958 (title III, Public Law 85-500, approved July 
3, 1958) provides general authority for the inclusion of municipal and industrial 
water supply storage in Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation proj- 
ects subject to the conditions prescribed in the act. One of these conditions 
is “that before construction or modification of any project including water 
supply provisions is initiated, State or local interests shall agree to pay for 
the cost of such provisions on the basis that all authorized purposes served by 
the project shall share equitably in the benefits of multiple-purpose construc- 
tion as determined by the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior 
as the case may be.” It is clear that the benefits of a multiple-purpose con- 
struction are the savings in costs of a multiple-purpose project over the com- 
bined costs of single-purpose projects serving the same purposes. If one pur- 
pose, such as water supply, is allocated only the incremental of separable 
costs, then the other purposes are not sharing equitably in the benefits of multi- 
ple-purpose construction. 

In determining the costs to be repaid by the water users, the total project 
costs are allocated so that all authorized purposes served by the project, in- 
cluding water supply, share equitably in the savings in the costs of multiple- 
purpose construction. The costs allocated to any function do not exceed its 
benefits or the lowest justified alternative cost of accomplishing that function. 
The use-of-facilities method of cost allocation is used for projects such as 
Cooper Reservoir ‘n which the purposes concerned are served on a comparable 
basis such as sterage capacity. In this method, the cost of any specific facili- 
ties serving on)y one purpose are directly allocated to the purpose and the cost 
of joint-use facilities are allocated in proportion to storage capacity provided for 
those purposes. This is a rather simple method of allocating costs and results 
in the purposes sharing the costs in proportion to the storage capacity for the 
various purposes. The method is consistent with the requirements of the Water 
Supply Act of 1958 and with the Chief of Engineers’ report on Cooper Reservoir 
as indicated above. 

Prior to the enactment of the Water Supply Act of 1958, water supply storage 
for municipal and industrial purposes was added to a number of Corps of 
‘ngineers’ projects under the provisions of Public Law 208, 75th Congress, 
Ist session, approved 16 November 1937. Under that act the water users are 
required to contribute the costs of storage capacity for water supply during 
construction. Since the basic project facilities, such as a dam and reservoir, 
are all modified by the inclusion of the additional storage capacity for water 
supply, water users are required to contribute their proportional part through- 
out the construction period. In the case of the Ferrell’s Bridge project, the 
water users could not sell their bonds for the purpose of providing their share 
of construction funds under those conditions. Accordingly, the Corgress enacted 
special legislation permitting the contribution of construction funds by the 
water users in such a manner that the bonds could be sold. The Water Supply 
Act of 1958 does not require the contribution of construction funds during the 
period of construction. The construction costs allocated to water supply can 
be paid out over a period of years with interest. If the storage is provided for 
future use, payment is not required until such supply is first used, and no in- 
terest is charged until such supply is first used with a maximum interest-free 
period of 10 years. 





f 
{ 
f 
' 
( 
| 
| 
‘ 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 831 


Provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958 are incompatible with the terms 
of Public Law 208, 75th Congress, 1st session, relative to the costs allocated to 
water supply and method of repayment. After careful review of the entire 
matter, we have concluded that the Water Supply Act of 1958 supersedes Public 
Law 208, 75th Congress, Ist session, with respect to municipal and industrial 
water supply. ‘Accordingly, I do not consider that the allocation of costs on an 
incremental basis would be appropriate in the case of Cooper Reservoir. The 
allocation of costs by the use-of-facilities method gives reasonable results and 
is consistent with the Water Supply Act of 1958. Accordingly, it is my view 
that this method should be used in the case of the Cooper project. 

I am bringing the above matters to the attention of our division and district 
engineers for their further consideration. You may be assured that we will 
be pleased to explore every possible means of reaching a satisfactory basis for 
including an adequate amount of water supply storage in the Cooper project 
within the limits of our authority and responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Lieutenant General, U.S. Army, 
Chief of Engineers. 


CXHIBIT C 


(Copy of Public Law 208, 75th Cong., Ist sess., approved Nov. 16, 1937, as a 
part of the 1938 Appropriation Act for Civil Functions) 


“The act rendered ‘an act authorizing the construction of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for flood control and for other purposes,’ approved 
June 22, 1936, is hereby amended by adding to the first paragraph of section 5, 
a proviso reading as follows: 

“*Provided further, That the Secretary of War is authorized to receive from 
States and political subdivisions thereof, such funds as may be contributed by 
them to be expended in connection with funds appropriated by the United States 
for any authorized flood control work whenever such work and expenditure 
may be considered by the Secretary of War, on recommendation of the Chief of 
Engineers, as advantageous in the public interest, and the plans for any reser- 
voir project may in the discretion of the Secretary of War, on recommendation 
of the Chief of Engineers, be modified to provide additional storage capacity 
for domestic water supply or other conservation storage, on condition that the 
cost of such increased storage capacity is contributed by local agenc‘es and that 
the local agencies agree to utilize such additional storage capacity in a manner 
consistent with Federal uses and purposes: and, provided further, That when. 
contributions made by States and political subdivisions thereof, are in excess 
of the actual cost of the work contemplated and properly chargeable to such 
contributions, such excess contributions may, with the approval of the Secre- 
tary of War, be returned to the proper representatives of the contributing inter- 
ests. and”. [Italic added.] 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR C. PERRY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON, OF TEXAS 


Mr. Perry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

By reason of the early convening of the Senate, the Senator could 
not be here this morning, but he did want you and the members of 
the committee to know of his interest in this project and of his hope 
that the committee may be the medium whereby some agreement can 
be reached bet ween these conflicting parties. 

Now Mr. McCall is one of the outstanding water rights authorities. 
The Senator feels that his analysis of this problem is very persuasive 
and he feels, too, that the committee will give it every consideration 
and hopes that it might be the basis of reaching some agreement on 
these water rights so that this very important project can move for- 
ward on schedule. 


44845 O—60—pt. 3——42 
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Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Perry. 

I must say to you that we in Oklahoma regard Mr. McCall as the 
greatest authority on the subject in the Southwest, outside of the 
State of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Miller, we will be glad to hear from you now. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am 
Quentin Miller, president of the Sulphur River Municipal Water Dis- 
trict, an agency created by the Legislature of the State of Texas—for 
the purpose of providing a water supply for the cities of Cooper, Com- 
merce, and Sulphur Springs, from Cooper Dam and Reservoir. 

Negotiations have been in progress since June 1958 when the Corps 
of Engineers made us a proposal based partially upon the separable 
cost-remaining benefits ratio and the incremental cost method. The 
cost. of the maximum storage under this plan was $1 million for the 
first 10,000 acre-feet or $100 per acre-foot and $2,788,000 for the re- 
maining 105,000 acre-feet or $26 per acre-foot with the average cost 
of approximately $35. 

The 1958 Water Supply Act was in Congress at the time and we 
were advised that this act would help us. As soon as it became law we 
asked that the Corps of Engineers submit us a contract. based on this 
new law. On June 21, 1959, they submitted us the figures and they 
revealed that the price had gone up to an average $60 per acre-foot. 
An increase of $27 on the total storage available. 

The incremental cost of the maximum storage would cost by com- 
parison $24 per acre-foot. The initial difference in cost of the maxi- 
mum water storage is $3 million, however, under the generous credit 
terms of the 1958 Water Supply Act, versus private « ‘apital over the 
life of the project, the ultimate cost will be $6 million. I ask permis- 
sion to make this detailed schedule a part of the record, which gives 
comparative cost data. 

I have the document here and I have furnished a copy of it to the 
reporter for the record. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, it will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The schedule referred to is as follows :) 


Sulphur River Municipal Water District—115,000 acre-feet water supply— 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir, comparative cost data 


Total storage (Corps of Engineers schedule revised July 24, 


WOOD cs ne ak ee ar ak ee ra acre-feet__ 277, 400 
Sediment storage (Corps of Engineers sc hedule revised July 24, 

de se a a a: oe recta a 6s par 27, SO”) 
Active storage (Corps of Engineers schedule revised July 24, 

a i a as ae _acre-feet__ 249, 600 


Firm yield to district (Corps of —- letter to L. R. Matthias, 


WT, UP Po co oe eee acre-feet _- 85, 500 

( ‘onstruction expenditure : 
NNN SS 2 on hoe: he eg OR ee Oe ae ee $12, 136, 000. 00 
Interest during construction ___ silin Bisse wbteiarabton erectdadn ie hates 594, 000. 00 





ee SR es __-----. 12, 730, 000, 00 
sara nae 121, 300. 00 





| 
| 
| 





ye 
ve 


PS 


() 
iM) 


() 
(K) 
(1) 
(M) 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 833 
Sulphur River Municipal) Water District—115,000 acre-feet water supply 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir, comparative cost data—Continued 


Water allocated costs (Corps of Engineers) furnished at Shreve- 
port meeting : 


(a) 10,000 SCRB balance incremental... $3, 788, 000. 00 
(3) ORR MING. nk ces icc melita atciemiaine ¢*) 
(c) Water Supply Act 1958: Initial, $1,998,300; future, 

ie isairs) appeals Dee S ae re 5, 833, 300. 00 
(d) Incremental cost basis (1936 act) -----.---_-_-_____ 2, 791, 000. 00 

Payable to U.S. Government : 

(a) 10,000 SCRB balance incremental___-__------ -____-_- 14, 600 
CU ee a ee ee She eee ae Se () 
(c) Water Supply Act of 1958: Initial, $19,140; total__ 55, 880 
(d) Incremental cost basis (1936 act) -..--.._-________ 27, 147 


District financing requirements: 
(a) 10,000 acre-feet SCRB balance incremental : 
Total lump sum payment to U.S. Government______ 3, 788, 000. 00 
rr creneeeeaeaeneeneenenes 
$3,788,000 borrowed by district in open market 
at 5 percent amortized over 40-year period, 





$220,765 per annum, 40 times $220,765 equals... _—8,, 830, 600. 00 
Plus operation and maintenance (40 years times 

WR cise et asts aaedoanetadadaes 584, 000. 00 

Pe ee os So hee enna aaa an 9, 414, 600. 00 
Additional M. & O. charges, 30 years times 

SO CRs seecceeecn see eas bee 438, 000. 00 

Grand total, 70-year period___....._---____-_- 9, 852, 600. 00 

a 

CU) (ee WN 8 Se dg os eee eae see () 


(c) Water Supply Act 1958: 
(1) Initial supply at 2.67 percent ($1,998,300 times 


UNO oso St a annenaeh dew * 72, 870. 0O 

SSS ceeeeasaneenensenens 

50 years times 72,870 equals________ -.-. 3,648, 500. 00 
Plus M. & O. on initial 50 years. 50 times 

$19,140 equals__....__-- st Oh cache 957, 000. 00 
Additional 20 years. M. & O. (20 times 

SROTEG) COMME. 6 nsec anwun 382, 800. 00 


_ 


Total initial supply cost—70 year period 4, 983, 300. 00 
(2) Future supply, assuming use beginning 21st 





year: 
Interest at 2.67 percent beginning 11th 
WRG ince cetttiicae dan enseaee ae * 102, 394. 50 
10 years times $102,394.50 equals_____- 1, 028, 945. 00 
Amortization, at 2.67 percent, 21st to 70th 
year: 
3,835,000 times $0.036466 equals_____- ? 139, 847. 00 
50 years times $139,847 equals________ 6, 992,350. 00 
——————————EE 
Total interest and amortization____ 8, 016, 295. 00 
Future supply maintenance and operation : 
50 years times $86,740......._..._-_. 1, 837, 000. 00 
Total future supply cost___-._--.--._-. 9, 858, 295. 00 


Final cost 
(3) Recapitulation : 
Initial supply (c) (1)_- ee 
Future supply (c) (2)............. cicmatciass 9, 853, 295. 00 


‘irand total, 70-year period (1958 act)__ 14, 836, 595. 00 


‘Not given. 
* Per annum. 
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Final cost—Continued 


District financing requirements—Continued 
(d) Incremental cost basis : 


Lump sum payment to U.S. Government__--------- $2, 791, 000 
$2,791,000 borrowed by district in open market at 

5 percent amortized over 40-year period __—_____- * 162, 660 
40 years times 162,660 equals_______- soe 6, 506, 400 
Plus operation and maintenance (40 years times 

ee ee eee ee 1, 085, 880 


Additional a and maintenance (30 years 


times $27,147) - ees ii aE eae ees 814, 410 
Total cost, 70-year period (1936 act) —---_------- &, 406, 690 
Cost per acre-foot of water : 
A. Based on 115,000 acre-foot water supply allocation : 
(1) 10,000 acre-feet SCRB balance incremental : 
(a) On principal amount ($3,788,000) 
per acre-foot__ 32. 94 
(b) On principal and _ interest total 
($6,830,600) ........ per acre-foot) —- 76. 79 
(c) On total cost, 70-yr. period ($9,852,- 
OO acccccnnceekeeeed per acre-foot__ 85. 67 
U2) GIR: a ee ee eS (*) 
(3) Water Supply Act 1958: 
(a) On principal amount ($5,833, 300) 
per acre-foot__ 50. 72 
(b) On principal and interest ($11,659,- 
WE i ee se per acre-foot__ 101. 39 
(c) On total cost, 70-yr. period ($14,836,- 
Tita oc ai _.--per acre-foot__ 129. 01 
(4) Incremental cost basis: 
(a) On principal amount ($2,791,000) do__ 24. 27 
(b) On principal and interest payments 
($6,506,500)... __ per acre-foot__ 56. 58 
(c) On total cost, 70-yr. period ($8,406,- 
WO ice cccmcnneened per acre-foot_- 73. 10 
B. Based on 85,500 acre-feet firm yield expected from 115,000 
acre-feet water supply : 
(1) 10,000 acre-feet SCRB balance incremental : 
(a) On principal amount ($3,788,000) 
per acre-foot__ 44. 30 
(b) On principal and interest total ($8,830,- 
WOOF sencnncsemeacawon per acre-foot__ 103. 28 
(c) On total cost, 70-yr. period ($9,852,- 
WD arate terminal per acre-foot__ 115. 24 
C2)“ ne sa to ee ce (*) 
(3) Water Supply Act 1958: 
(a) On principal amount ($5,833,300) 
per acre-foot__ 68. 22 
(b) On principal and interest ($11,659,- 
WOO lonckicmatnduinaned per acre-foot__ 136. 37 
(c) On total cost, 70-year period ($14,836,- 
ee ee ee per acre-foot__ 173. 53 
(4) Incremental cost basis : 
(a) On principal amount ($2,791,000) 
per acre-foot__ 32. 64 
(b) On principal and interest  ($6,506,- 
Re crctaneticsaiss mineninccacchen per acre-foot__ 76. 10 
(c) On total cost, 70-yr. period ($8,406,- 
GPO cetiecucenos mel per acre-foot__ 98. 32 


' Not given. 
2 Per annum. 
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Final cost—Continued 


Total storage (Corps of Engineers schedule revised July 24, 


TOO) onc ccienncninas caanbamadmmin uaa nena acre-feet__ $219, 800 
Sediment storage (Corps of Engineers schedule revised July 24, 

SRE a kacnnintaadundenmannaind cae acre-feet__ 27, 800 
Active storage (Corps of Engineers scheduled revised July 24, 

TINE Fans ihe baer a ade oi oid wnt nine dies acre-feet__ 192, 000 
Pirie: SION Gh GUN icine ci ean nee () 


Construction expenditures : 
NEOUS oon ceaeue 
Interest during construction__- 


sialic ausca cinta lina aia 10, 953, 000. 00 
a Sheeiepiasedtenl 548, 000. 00 
sacs i ch a la aa a a 11, 501, 000. 00 
Operation and maintenance annual charges ‘(estimated ) Sividieceiaene 116, 800. 00 
Costs to district for water supply—Water allocated costs (Corps 
of Engineers) furnished at Shreveport meeting) : 
(a) 10,000 acre-feet SCRB balance incremental______---~- ¢*) 
(b) SCRB method (*) 
(c) Water Supply Act 1958: Initial, $183,300; future, 
ten in al eens anne _ 8, 726, 900. 00 
JMB ee ere eee 1, 867, 000. 00 
Operation and maintenance charges per annum—Payable to U.S. 
Government : 





(a) 10,000 SCRB balance incremental_______.-______---__ ¢*) 
CR) Beer WI is ec nn nnan Keats pe (*) 
(c) Water Supply Act 1958: Initial, $1, 879, OO Li 37, 730. 00 
Ca TCOIOIIORE GONE nian sinh is retin 18, 960. 56 


District financing requirements : 
CO) re Ge I it ici ccc cemminicenncseeene (*) 
Cy Bier Mig sins. > commndbs wien () 
(c) Water Supply Act 1958: 
(1) Initial supply, at 2.67 percent (183,300 times 
COED CI se aici acini 6, 684. 22 
50 years times $6,684.22......___________ 334, 211. 00 
Plus M. & O. on initial Batista 70 years 
times $1,870____..__- 130, 900. 00 


Total initial supply—70-year period_- 465, 111. 00 
(2) Future supply, assuming use beginning 21st 
year: 
Interest, at 2.67 percent beginning 11th 
DOE roi cist incr aiadn tbictal per annum_. 94, 598. 10 
10 years times 94,598. 10 equals____- 945, 981. 00 


Amortization, at 2.67 percent (21st to 70th 
year) 3,543,600 times 0.036466 equals 


per annum_-_ 129, 220. 92 
50 years times 129,220.92____.__._.______- 6, 461, 046. 00 
Total interest and amortization__ _. 17,407, 027.00 


Future supply maintenance and ee 








50 years times 35,860 equals___________ 1, 793, 000, 00 
Total future supply cost equals__ 9, 200, 027. 00 

(3) Recapitulation : 
Beeeees- Geeeer (Oh Cowen snes 465, 111. 00 


Future supply (c)(2)................... 9 200,087.00 


Grand total, 70-year period____________ 9, 665, 138. 00 


1 Not given. 
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Final cost—Continued 


District financing requirements—Continued 
(d) Incremental cost basis: 
Lump sum payment___- — a $1, 867, 000. 00 
$1,867,000 borrowed by district in open market at 5 
percent amortized over 40-year period owe 7108, 808. 76 


40 years times 108,808.76 equals as 4, 352, 350. 00 
Plus operation and maintenance (40 years times 
SG OR sie nns tem ercbnha eee bee mem TH8, 423. 20 
Additional operation and maintenance (30 years 
NCS TE GUO e) ncn ececceeuks Seams wesee canes 568, 817. 40 
Total cost, 70-year period_ it 5, 679, 591. 00 


a per acre-foot of water: 
. Based on 62,000 acre-foot water supply and assuming 100 
percent firm yield: 


1. 10,000 SCRB balance incremental_______--_-_- *) 
De ss is ee eee eae oe () 
3. Water Supply Act 1958 
(a) On principal amount (3,726,900) 
per acre-foot equals- 60. 11 
(b) On principal and _ interest amount 
($7,741,238) __-_per acre-foot equals__ 124. 86 
(ce) On total cost 70-year period 
($9,665,138) __._per acre-foot equals__ 155. 89 
4. Incremental cost basis : 
(a) On principal amount ($1,867,000) 
per acre-foot equals__ 30. 11 
(b) On principal and _ interest amount 
($4,352,350.40)__per acre-foot equals__ 70. 20 
(c) On total cost 70-year period ($679,- 
591) ____________per acre-foot equals 91. 61 


‘Not given. 

2 Per annum. 

Mr. Miter. I would like to point out though, one particular figure, 
that after having gone to the market and borrowed the money to pay 
for the water storage on the incremental basis, it would cost. in the end 
result $8 million compared to $14 million under the 1958 Water Sup- 
ply Act, a $6 million Titetence. 

The water district contends that it is entitled to purchase water 
storage under Public Law 208, 75th Congress, first session, approved 
November 16, 1937 (33 U.S. Cc: 701h) as outlined by our bond coun- 
sel here today. This would provide water storage at a reasonable cost 
which the water district feels it can pay for. The local interest can- 
not purchase all of this storage—however the State of Texas through 
its State water board has said that they would buy storage in Cooper 
Reservoir if the price was reasonable. Let me quite you the cost of 
water storage cost in nearby reservoirs: 


Constructed by Corps of Engineers 


Per 
acre-foot 
RINIIISII INURE oo cs Salt ei Lae eee es delat ae $13. 00 
INI IN 6s oie ata ee bene ee Be rea ep cca Bs Si Ae 14. 55 
Sor Um nn RNC NNN ana a Na i 8. 00 
Iron Bridge Reservoir (constructed by city of Dallas) _.._._.._..________- 17. 00 


We have conscientiously tried to figure how we could live with the 
high cost that have been submitted to us of $60 per acre-foot. Our 
fiscal agent Rauscher, Pierce & Co. of Dallas, Tex., have submitted to 
us schedules projected upon usage of the three ‘cities and moneys 
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derived therefrom that show that provided we contract for a very 
minimum amount of water storage 10,000 acre-feet immediate sup- 
ply and 25,000 acre-feet future supply—and pay for same under the 
1958 Water Supply Act together with the filtration and distribution 
system, that after 35 years the district will still owe $1,650,000 on a 
$2,100,000 debt. Further that we will have paid the Government 
during this period $2,125,000 during the same period. Our children, 
and grand-children will be paying for an unjust price on water 
storage. 

This project was given a justification report in June 1950 by the 
Corps of Engineers based on flood control, and the local interest asked 
for authorization knowing that we would have to pay for the increased 
cost for providing water storage in the reservoir, but we didn’t realize 
we were going to have to help the Government pay for their part too. 

Testimony given by our counsel shows beyond a doubt the intention 
of Congress to preserve Public Law 208 and we are hopeful the com- 
mittee can give us some aid either by a favorable resolution or 
legislation. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Now, do you have any other witnesses here, Mr. McCall? 

Mr. McCatt. No, sir, I believe not, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. General Itschner, will you give the committee the 
Corps of Engineers viewpoint on this matter ? 


STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF, ARMY CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS; ACCOMPANIED BY MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; ANGUS H. 
McRAE, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR THE MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY; CHARLES W. KINNEY, CHIEF, POLICY BRANCH, PLAN- 
NING DIVISION, CIVIL WORKS; DONALD CURTIS, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, POLICY BRANCH, PLANNING DIVISION, CIVIL WORKS: 
AND JAMES L. JOHNSON, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL FOR 
LEGISLATION 


General Irscuner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome the 
opportunity of presenting our views on the matter of the payment of 
the water Sreu the Cooper Reservoir project on the Sulphur River. 

The Cooper project was authorized hy ublic Law 218, 84th Con- 
gress, approved August 3, 1955, in accordance with plans recom- 
mended in the March 15, 1954, report of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document 488, 83d Congress, 2d session. 

The report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
dated June 29, 1950, contemplated that the Cooper project would 
amie 5,000 acre-feet of storage for conservation and 130,000 acre- 

eet of storage for flood control and substitution for 120,000 acre-feet 
< the flood-control storage in the Texas-Arkansas project on Sulphur 
iver. 

At the request of the Governor of Texas, the Chief of Engineers 
increased the conservation storage to 15,000 acre-feet of which 10,000 
acre-feet was for water supply. Therefore, the storage was as follows, 
expressed in acre-feet: Flood control, 130,000 acre-feet ; conservation, 
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5,000 acre-feet; water supply, 10,000 acre-feet for a total of 145,000 
acre-feet. 

The authorizing act for Cooper Reservoir includes a proviso that 
local interests shall contribute toward the costs of construction, main- 
tenance and operation, the amounts allocated toward water supply. 

Senator Kerr. That is the authorizing act ? 

General Irscuner. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. When? 

General Irscuner. That is the authorizing act for Cooper Reser- 
voir, which was passed in 1955. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers clearly stated that the cost 
of the Cooper Dam and other Sulphur River improvements should 
be allocated at the time of construction, among the several purposes 
served on the basis that all purposes would share equitably in the 
savings that result from combining separate functions in a multi- 
purpose project. 

The Chief of Engineers also stated that information on which to 
base an equitable allocation of costs could not be obtained without the 
expenditure of additional time and money. 

However, on the basis of available data, he indicated that the local 
cash contribution for 10,000 acre-feet of storage capacity for water 
supply would be in the order of about $1 million. 

That estimated contribution was determined by the separable costs- 
remaining-benefit method of cost allocation. 

The Water Supply Act of 1958, title 3, Public Law 855, approved 
July 3, 1958, provides general authority for the inclusion of municipal 
and industrial water supply storage in the Corps of Engineers and 
Bureau of Reclamation projects subject to the conditions prescribed 
in the act. 

One of these conditions is, and I quote: 

That before construction of modification of any project, including water sup- 
ply, provisions initiated, State or local interests shall agree to pay for the 
cost of such provisions on that basis that all authorized purposes served by the 
project shall share equitably in the benefits of multiple-purpose construction 
as determined by the Secretary of Army or the Secretary of the Interior as the 
case may be. 

Clearly, the benefits of multiple-purpose construction are the sav- 
ings in costs of a multiple-purpose project over the combined costs of 
single-purpose projects serving the same purposes. 

If one purpose, such as water supply, is allocated, only the incre- 
mental or separable costs, the other purposes are not sharing equitably 
in the benefits of multiple-purpose construction. 

In carrying out the Water Supply Act, the use of facilities method 
of cost siscidion is used for projects such as Cooper Reservoir in 
which power is not generated at the site. That method is one which 
is more favorable to the local interests than would be the separable 
costs-remaining benefits method which is used, and must be used when 
power is installed in the project. 

In this method, the cost. of any specific facilities serving only one 
purpose is allocated directly to that purpose and the cost of joint use 
facilities is allocated in proportion to storage capacity provided for 
those purposes. 

Local interests, as represented by the Sulphur River Water Dis- 
irict have, at various times, requested amounts of water supply stor- 
age ranging from 20,000 acre-feet to 115,000 acre-feet. 
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In view of the uncertainty of the amount of water supply storage, 
and in order to advance the design, the project has been estimated on 
the basis of providing about 75,000 acre-feet of storage for water sup- 
ply purposes. 

While definite agreement has not yet been reached on this amount 
of storage, the justification which has been presented to Congress was 
based on this plan. 

Excluding the cost of recreational facilities, the estimated cost of 
the reservoir project is $10,998,000. 

The capacity of the reservoir would be as follows, expressed in acre- 
feet : 

For flood control, 131,400; water supply, 75,400; sediment storage, 
97,800; low flow regulation, 4,600 for a total of 239,200 acre-feet. 

The present estimated cost of 75,400 acre-feet of water supply stor- 
age in the Cooper project, based on the use of facilities method of 
cost allocation, is roughly $3,900,000, 

In this connection, the district engineer has estimated that first the 
cost of a single-purpose reservoir to provide 75,400 acre-feet of water 
supply storage would be $6,775,000, or nearly twice the allocated cost 
of storage in Cooper Reservoir. 

If the cost. of the water supply storage in Cooper Reservoir is to 
be paid out over a period of years, which is permissible under the 
Water Supply Act of 1958, interest accumulation estimated at $200,000 
during the project construction period should be included. 

Therefore the total investment cost to be repaid would be $4,100,- 
000. The average unit construction cost of the 75,400 acre-feet of 
water supply storage is $51.72 per acre-foot and the unit investment 
cost, which means it includes interest would be $54.38 per acre-foot. 

The water supply storage would provide a dependable yield of 
63,300 acre-feet annually, and the annual unit cost of the water would 
be $2.94 per acre-foot. 

This is not expensive, being equivalent to a cost of slightly less than 
1 cent per thousand gallons. 

In many areas, municipal and industrial rates from Federal proj- 
ects are substantially higher. For example, the charge for municipal 

water from recent Federal projects in California range from $9 per 
acre-foot to well in excess of $50 per acre-foot. 

It. is interesting to note that water for irrigation purposes gets a 
lower rate in California. 

Senator Kerr. General, the $9 you refer to there, would that be in 
relation to the $54.38 or the $2.94 ? 

General Irscuner. The $9 per acre-foot should be compared with 
the $2.94 per acre-foot. 

Senator Kerr. I know that because of my inability to get the pic- 
ture, but I don’t have a clear understanding of the difference in the 
relationship bet ween the $54.38 and the $2.94. 

General Ivscuner. The $54.38 figure, sir, is the total cost, whereas 
the $2.94 per acre-foot is the annual cost. It shows the cost per acre- 
foot. 

Senator Kerr. I see, and that is based upon using the 75,000 acre- 
feet? 

General Irscuner. That is based upon the use of that amount of 
storage, 74,400 acre-feet of storage space which will yield 63,300 acre- 
feet of water annually on a dependable basis. 
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Senator Kerr. But how much water would they have to use for 
the rate to be $2.94 or $9? 

General Irscuner. They could be sure that they could get 63,300 
acre-feet of water each year, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, would the price we are talking about here, for 
instance this 9 mills per 1,000 gallons, would they have to pay that 
much for the 63,000 acre-feet whether they use it or not, or is that 
figure based on the assumption that they would use it ? 

General IrscHner. That figure, sir, is based on the assumption 
that they would use the amount of water which would be available 
to them and if they did not use that amount of water, the rates 
would go up. 

Senator Kerr. In the beginning, they would only be using 10,000 
acre-feet. Their cost would be the same as though they had used 
63,000 acre-feet under this program ¢ 

General IrscHner. Well, the contract, sir, would provide for pay- 
ments for the initial use and in accordance with the Water Supply 
Act of 1958 the payment for the future use of that water would be 
determined at the time the water was actually used. 

Senator Kerr. Well, here is what I am trying to get in my own 
mind: I know the significance of the water rate of 9 mills; I know 
the advantages of it and I am looking at that from the standpoint 
of economics as differentiated from the discussion as to which one 
law would be applicable, but what I am trying to find out is whether 
or not, under the schedule, if they started using water here and started 
out at 10,000 acre-feet per year, whether or not for that amount they 
would actually have to pay the amount of 9 mills per acre-feet or 
let’s say six times that much in view of the fact that the storage space 
was 63,000 acre-feet, and if it were a situation where they could use 
that much for the same total cost as they would have to pay for 
10,000 acre-feet if that is all they could use the first year. 

General Irscuner. If a contract were prepared, Mr. Chairman, 
which would provide for the immediate use of the water which would 
be yielded by a storage reservation of 10,000 acre-feet, and they desire 
a commitment on the part of the local people to, at a later date, use 
more water as provided by the Water Supply Act of 1958, the rate 
to them per acre-foot for that first use from the yield of the 10,000 
acre-feet. of storage would be the same as the overall rate when they 
ultimately used the entire capacity. 

Senator Kerr. You mean the total amount they are on that year 
would be the same ? 

General Irscuner. The amount per acre-foot would be the same, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I wonder if you can answer this question for 
me because I am still not clear. I have here the figure of 9 mills per 
1,000 gallons. 

Now, if their immediate requirements, let us say, for the first 5 
years would be 10,000 acre-feet per year, will they have the oppor- 
tunity to make a contract under which, for that 10,000 acre-feet, 
they will be using the first 5 years, they will be paying 9 mills per 
1,000 gallons? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. That is at the rate of $2.94 
per acre-foot, which is essentially 9 mills per 1,000 gallons. 
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Senator Kerr. When they get to using 15,000 acre-feet, they still 
pay for the number of acre-feet they use at $2. 94? 

General Irscuner. Yes, the same rate. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

General IrscuNner. But, of course, we would want to get a commit- 
ment that they had a need for the larger capacity. 

Senator Kerr. Or you wouldn’t put the larger capacity in 4 

General Irscuner. We wouldn’t put the larger capacity in. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. 

General Irscuner. And this is all based upon obtaining such a 
commitment. If they do make a commitment that they need the larger 
capacity, then the project would be designed with a smaller capacity 
and then the rates might be somewhat different. 

Senator Kerr. [understand. 

General Irscuner. As I was stating, Mr. Chairman, I gave you the 
cost for comparative purposes of the charge for municipal water from 
recent Federal projects in California which ranges from $9 per acre- 
foot to well in excess of $50 per acre-foot. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, from 3 times the cost involved here 
to 17 times the cost ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

General Irscuner. And also in California the standard rate for 
dependable water supply for irrigation purposes which gets a much 
lower rate, is $3.50 per acre-foot as compared to the $2.94 per acre-foot, 
in this case. 

I bring out these figures merely to show that the cost of water from 
Cooper Reservoir, if it is charged for as proposed by the Corps of 
Engineers, is not. great. I have the tabulation showing the cost of 
the Cooper Reservoir for various amounts of water supply storage. 
The construction investment cost is allocated to water supply based 
on the use of facilities method cost allocation and the unit cost of 
the water based on the dependable yield. 

Rather than read those figures to you, I have furnished the clerk of 
the committee with this table. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. It will be placed in the record at. this point. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Cooper Reservoir costs for various amounts of water supply (use of facilitics 
method), Apr. 28, 1960 


Unit cost of water 


Water supply storage Total cost of | supply 


| Allocated cost of water 
(acre-feet) | reservoir ! 
Construc- Investment | Per acre-feet | Per 1,000 
tion | | gallons 

- | | | 

Mills 
es ey a $9, 175, 000 | 
10,000 ___ - ZS 9, 359, 000 $660, 000 $695, 000 $3. 10 9.5 
20,000 ; <a 9, 592, 000 1, 296, 600 1, 336, 600 (2) (?) : 
62,000......... 10, 953, 000 3, 538, 000 3, 727, 000 3.15 9.6 
Sia ks tea -| 10, 998, 000 3, 900, 000 4, 100, 000 2.94 9.0 
115,000 : 11, 877, 000 5, 538, 000 5, 833, 000 3.02 9.2 





' Exclusive of recreational facilities. 
? Not available. 
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General Irscuner. The following steps have been taken to estab- 
lish the amount of water supply storage and to obtain assurance for 
such storage : 

(a) By letter, dated January 18, 1956, the Sulphur River Municipal 
Water District requested 50,000 acre-feet of storage if the cost was 
not prohibitive. 

(6) After a meeting on August 6, 1957, the water district requested 
by letter on the following day that consideration be given to a mini- 
mum of 75,000 acre-feet of water or 100,000 acre-feet with a maximum 
of 135,000 acre-feet in lieu of the previous request for 50,000 acre-feet. 

(c) On December 19, 1957, the district engineer, New Orleans Dis- 
trict, forwarded a draft of a proposed contract to the water district 
for their review. Nocosts or elevations were given. At that time the 
district engineer proposed the use of the separable cost-remaining 
benefits method of cost allocation, the procedure used in arriving at 
the $1 million estimate for 10,000 acre-feet in the Chief of Engineers’ 
report of March 15, 1954. 

(d) On June 2, 1958, as Chief of Engineers, I determined that the 
very large increase in water supply storage should not be made under 
the project authorization. 

Accordingly, I determined that the first 10,000 acre-feet should be 
provided under the project authorization under the separable cost- 
remaining benefits method of cost allocation and the remainder of the 
water supply storage should be provided under the only outstanding 
authority available at that time, the War Department Civil Appro 
priations Act for 1938, Public Law 208, 75th Congress, approved Tels 
19, 1957, on the basis of incremental costs. 

Accordingly by letter dated June 20, 1958, the district engineer 
furnished the following estimates to the water district. 

Here again, Mr. Chairman, I have given that in the form of a table. 

Senator Kerr. Very good; that may be placed in the record at 
this point. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Incremental costs, Cooper Reservoir, letter, district engineer, New Orleans, 
June 1958 


Annual opera- 


Water supply storage (acre-feet) Construction tion and 
cost maintenance 
costs 
75,000... cee weaea Z $2, 943, 000 $14, 600 
115,000_. car eupb ies aduecnte ewes s 3, 788, 000 14, 600 


General Irscrner. A revised draft of contract, not specifying the 
amount of water or reservoir elevation was also forwarded to the water 
district for review and concurrence : 

(e) On September 19, 1958, the water district furnished a copy of 
the resolution passed by them on September 18, 1958. 

This resolution requested that a contract be submitted for 115,000 
acre-feet water supply storage, and that the storage be provided under 
title 3, section 301 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and Flood Control 
Act of 1958. 
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This was the Water Supply Act of 1958, our current authority. 

(f) After enactment of the Water Supply Act of 1958, the district 
engineer allocated the cost of water supply storage in amounts of 
115,000 acre-feet, 75,000 acre-feet, and 10,000 acre-feet, on the basis 
of the use of facilities method of cost allocation. This is our current 
procedure where power is not involved. 

By letter dated June 19, 1959, the district engineer furnished the 
costs and repayment provisions for 115,000 acre-feet of storage to the 
water district. 

(g) In response to oral requests and letter dated August 21, 1959 
from the water district, the district engineer furnished estimates for 
10,000 acre-feet of initial storage and 25,000 acre-feet for future stor- 
age by letter dated August 31, 1959. 

These costs were allocated by the use of facilities method in accord- 
ance with our procedures under the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

(A) In a meeting at Bottom, Tex., on December 10, 1959, the Sul- 
phur Municipal Water District presented a memorandum of December 
8, 1959, in an endeavor to show that Congress intended that the pro- 
cedures from Cooper Reservoir be the same as used for the Ferrells 
Bridge project. 

Subsequently, by letter dated January 14, 1960, I informed the water 
district that the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958 are in- 
compatible with the terms of Public Law 208, 75th Congress, Ist ses- 
sion, which was the 1938 General Act relative to the costs allocated 
to water supply and method of payment. 

I also stated that after careful review of the entire matter it was 
concluded that the Water Supply Act of 1958 supersedes Public Law 
208, 75th Congress, 1st session. 

Accordingly, I stated I did not consider that the allocation of costs 
on an incremental basis would be appropriate in the case of Cooper 
Reservoir. 

(1) By letter dated February 15, 1960, the water district forwarded 
a further memorandum in an endeavor to show that Public Law 208 
was not superseded by the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

Prior to enactment of the Water Supply Act of 1958, water supply 
storage for municipal and industrial purposes was added to the num- 
ber of Corps of Engineers projects under the provisions of the War 
Department’s Civil Appropriations Act, 1938. 

Under that act, the water users are required to contribute during 
construction to the costs of storage capacity. 

Since the basic project. facilities, such as the dam and reservoir, 
are all modified by the inclusion of the additional storage capacity for 
water supply, water users are required to contribute their proportional 
part throughont the construction period. 

In the case of the Ferrells Bridge project, the water users could 
not sell their bonds for the purpose of providing their share of con- 
struction funds under those conditions. 

Accordingly, the Congress enacted special legislation, Senate Joint 
Resolution 77, 84th Congress, Ist session, permitting the contribution 
of construction funds by the water users in such manner that the 
bonds could be sold. 

Subsequently, the Public Works Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1958, Public Law 85-167, provided that the local contribution could 
be made in two equal installments of 50 percent each, payable on Jan- 
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uary 1, 1958, and September 1, 1958, and that title to the proportionate 
share of the water supply would pass to local interests upon comple- 
tion of each of the separate payments. 

It. will be noted that there was never any question of the basis of 
allocating water supply costs for Ferrells Bridge Reservoir. Both 
Public Law 208, the only outstanding general authority available at 
that time for the water supply storage, and Senate Joint Resolution 
77, provided that the storage would be provided at incremental costs. 

As previously indicated, the real problem to be resolved was to 
make it possible for the local interests to finance their bonds in order 
that they could make their contribution during the construction period. 

After careful consideration of the memorandum submitted by the 
Sulphur River Municipal Water District, the most recent, by letter 
dated February 15, 1960, we are still of the opinion that the water 
supply provisions of Public Law 208 were repealed by the Water 
Supply Act of 1958. 

A legal analysis of this matter is presented here with information 
for the record. 

I have read this legal analysis several times most carefully and, 
Mr. Chairman, I am very much impressed with it and I am thoroughly 
convinced that all of the points brought up by Mr. McCall are com- 
pletely answered. 

I would like to say that I share with all other members of the 
Corps of Engineers a very deep respect for Mr. McCall. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Water Supply Act of 1958 is a 
magnificent piece of legislation, one for which you, Senator Kerr, de- 
serve much credit. It is one of the three or four fundamental laws 
upon which the development of the water resources of this country 
probably will be based for many years to come. 

Now none of us want to see any action taken which would in any 
way vitiate the provisions of this splendid act of Congress. I can- 
not believe that the Congress in enacting this important piece of 
legislation intended that the users of water from Federal reservoirs 
for municipal or industrial purposes had the option of procuring 
water under two different legislative authorities, two widely different 
prices, as contended by the Sulphur River Municipal Water District. 
The difference would be, in many cases, quite great, as exemplified by 
the figures for Cooper Reservoir. 

At this reservoir the cost per acre-foot of water under the provisions 
of the Water Supply Act of 1958 would be, as mentioned heretofore, 
$2.94 per acre-foot ; whereas it would be only $1.48 per acre-foot under 
the superseded 1937 act. 

The 1958 act has been well received by local interests desiring to 
obtain water from Federal reservoirs. 

The Corps of Engineers has six contracts, either completed or under 
negotiation at this time under the provisions of the 1958 act. 

In each of these contracts, either the use of facilities method or the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method will be used, whichever 
is tothe advantage of the local people. 

We have had no opposition to the use of these methods in these 
methods in tuese other contracts. Surely the Congress does not intend 
that these contracts for water supply be on a different and less favor- 
able basis to the consumers of water than the contract proposed for 
Cooper Dam. 
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That, Mr. Chairman, completes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General. 

Now, gentlemen, are you going to be available for the next few 
minutes here? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Cooper, do you have some questions? 

Senator Coorrr. No. 

Senator Kerr. That completes the hearing on the Cooper Reservoir 
matter unless there are other questions or statements. 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Chairman, at a later date during the considera- 
tion by the committee of the omnibus bill, I will discuss with the com- 
mittee the upper Cumberland River Basin in Kentucky and a certain 
project in that basin, included in the omnibus bill. 

The project has been approved by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers. Comments have 
been requested from Federal agencies concerned and from the State 
of Kentucky. 

Because this project earlier came before the Board of Engineers and 
was returned for further survey which was reported favorably, I 
think these Federal agencies are well acquainted with this project 
and I believe that reports will be forthcoming. 

Today there are two citizens from the upper Cumberland River 
Basin who are here and I would like very much to have them testify. 

Senator Kerr. Very good ; come around, gentlemen. 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Daniel will testify first. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT DANIEL, CORBIN, KY. 


Mr. Dantet. My name is Robert Daniel and my home is Corbin, 
Ky., where I am in the department store business. I have served as 
the mayor of the city of Corbin, and I am now president of the Laurel 
River Development Association. 

The association was organized in 1955 to promote the development 
of the Laurel River, a tributary of the Cumberland River, and to 
cooperate with other groups in the promotion of the development of 
the upper Cumberland River Valley. My association has 200 active 
members and speaks for the interest of 75,000 people (3 counties). 

As the committee knows, a resolution requesting a survey of the 
Laurel River was introduced before the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Works in 1954 and was later approved for this survey. In earl 
1958 at a meeting held in Washington, the Corps of Engineers indi- 
cated that a survey could be completed at the end of that year. Later 
the completion date was moved to the middle of 1959. The survey was 
completed in late 1959 and approved by the district office of the Corps 
of Engineers at Nashville, Ta. Upon its submission to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, it was returned to the division 
office for additional studies. The unusual snowfalls the early part of 
this year further delayed the work of the Corps of Engineers, but 
it was finally completed, and the survey has now been reported and 
approved by the District Engineer, the Cor s of Engineers, the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and by General Itschner, Chief 
of the Corps of Engineers. The Corps is now awaiting the comments 
of the interested Federal agencies and the State of Kentucky. 
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I understand that the agencies have had prior notice of this project 
for many months and we believe their reports will be made very 
soon and that they will be favorable. 

With this background, I appear upon the behalf of the Laurel 
River Development Association, and I am sure that all of the people 
of the upper Cumberland Valley request that the Laurel River project 
be included in the omnibus bill, when it is offered as an amendment by 
Senators Cooper and Morton. 

We feel that we have a very unique project in that not a single 
protest has been made by local groups or private enterprise. Of the 
nearly 7,600 acres of land to be acquired, only 400 acres are cleared 
and usable for crop production, and due to the low production and 
accessibility, less than half of the acres cleared is used for cultivating 
crops, also 3,500 acres involved are in the Cumberland National For- 
est and are already owned by the Federal Government. 

Construction of this dam will give us a much-needed storage of 
water and electric power which will lend itself to the future develop- 
ment of our greatest natural resource, which is coal and timber. This 
dam, which is a high-level dam, will provide a storage of deep, cold 
water that is so essential to many of our industries today. We believe 
that with such a storage of water and availability of power, we will 
be able to attract industry into our area where the per capita income 
of the basin as a whole was estimated to be less than $500 in 1950. 
The Department of Labor has designated our region as a critical labor 
surplus area for several years. 

If you will give us this project, we believe it will be the beginning 
of a bright future for our area, that has been so neglected, and we 
believe this project will give our people the assurance that they will 
not have to look to a Taare of surplus commodities and public 
assistance. 

In addition, those of us in Corbin are very much concerned about 
the Lynn Camp Creek flood-protection project and urge that it be 
included in the omnibus bill report before the committee. We under- 
stand that it has met all requirements, but I do want to reassure you 
of the intense interest of the people of Corbin in this project so 
necessary for the protection of our city from the floods of the Lynn 
Camp Creek. 

Senator Moss (presiding). Thank you very much for your testi- 
mony, Mr. Daniel. 

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Chairman, we have Mr. Burrell Parker, of Cor- 
bin, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF BURRELL F. PARKER, CORBIN, KY. 


Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am B. F. Parker of Corbin, Ky. 

I am a builder and developer. I am a member of the Corbin City 
Utility Commission and I have been Secretary of the Upper Cumber- 
land Development Association since its inception in 1955. ; 

I want to concur with the remarks of Mr. Danie] in regard to this 
project and I know of no issue that has created so much interest and 
unanimous approval as this project has in our area. 

As an individual experienced in construction and development of 
residential and commercial properties, I know of no city on any 
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river that lends itself more thoroughly to the construction of a high- 
level dam than this city. 

I would also like to concur in Mr. Daniel’s statement that the con- 
struction of this — would do very much to raise the morale and 
spiritual level of our area which, as Mr. Daniel has stated, is eco- 
nomically depressed and has been since the coal industry has become a 
distressed industry. 

I would also like to concur with Mr. Daniel in regard to the Lynn 
Camp Creek project which has local participation and we would 
like very eal to see the inclusion of it in the omnibus bill as it 
would prevent the reoccurrence of another disastrous flood such as 
we suffered in 1957. 

I want to thank you for the privilege of appearing before your 
committee as a private citizen and hope that your committee will 
see fit to include these projects in the current omnibus bill. 

Senator Moss. Does this project have a water supply feature for 
the towns there ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Not in the Laurel River project. 

Senator Moss. Not in Laurel? 

Mr. Parker. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr (presiding). Is there power in it? 

Mr. PARKER. There is power in it. 

Senator Cooper. I would like to say that I could draw this out by 
nearer the witnesses but I know we have to go to the Senate 

oor. 

I would like to say that in the upper Cumberland River Basin— 
and I am quite familiar with that basin because I live there—it has 
been known as a depressed area for several years now due to the dimi- 
nution in the coal industry which has fallen off in that area. 

There is not a single reservoir in the upper Cumberland Basin, the 
construction of which dam and reservoir would not give a needed 
source of water. We think it would attract industry in addition to 
the other features that it has of flood control, development of power, 
and recreational purposes. 

Senator Kerr. We are very glad to have had this testimony. Let 
me tell you that your Senator is one of the most able and effective 
members of this committee and will probably sit in on the matter 
when the bill is marked up. 

We will recess now subject to call. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the subcommittee recessed subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 

(Additional statements received are as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR JOHN STENNIS IN SUPPORT OF THE PEARL RIVER 
FLoop CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to come before this committee to 
ask that the Pearl River flood control project be included in the omnibus rivers 
and harbors bill. The economic justification, the engineering feasibility, and the 
savings to the Federal Government and local interests have prompted me to 
bring this project before your committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that the district engineer, the Board 
of Rivers and Harbors, and the Chief of Engineers all have approved this flood 
control project. General Itschner’s office has assured me that this project is 
expected to be approved by other agencies and that it will probably get the 
approval of the Budget Bureau. Our immediate need for this legislation is to 
enable the coordination of the flood control project with the interstate highway 


44845 O—60—pt. 3———-43 








848 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


program now underway in the immediate vicinity of this flood control project. 
Material removed from the flood control project site can be used as fill in pre- 
paring a suitable roadbed for the highway project. 

Our main problem is one of timing and it is necessary that we accelerate the 
flood control work to coincide with the highway construction need for large 
quantities of fill material for a road bed. 

The coordination of these two programs offers opportunities in engineering 
economics seldom encountered in heavy construction. Not only can a substan- 
tial savings in construction effort and materials, and thereby public funds, be 
accomplished; but the end result will contribute substantially to industrial 
development of the area. 

The failure to coordinate these projects will not only result in increased con- 
struction cost for both, but premature completion of one would make the other 
project much more difficult. 

The topographical conditions at the site of the work will not allow the projects 
to be worked independently, even at a larger construction cost, and therefore 
coordination of the programs is an absolute necessity. I would like to further 
point out that the savings realized by coordination will be predominantly Fed- 
eral funds since the Federal share in both programs exceeds the local 
contrbution. 

Local interests have expressed favorable and immediate support and are in 
a position to move along with their part of the effort at the present time. 

The area involved in these regards is that immediately adjacent to the down- 
town business district of Jackson and totally encompasses the industrial town 
of Flowood. 

The Corps of Engineers report, recommending that the flood control program 
be accomplished, also reveals that the low levees now protecting the Flowood 
area (with an investment in industrial properties estimated at $10 million) 
are only suitable for floods of a magnitude that occur at 21-year intervals, and 
it has been 28 years since a flood of that magnitude has been experienced in this 
reach of the Pearl River. Thus, history indicates that a flood stage is overdue 
and a severe flood may be expected any time. 

This project, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, would include: 

A levee about 1.5 miles long on the west bank of the Pearl River at the 
Mississippi State fairgrounds, together with appurtenant interior drainage 
facilities, including a pumping plant; 

A levee about 10.3 miles long on the east bank opposite the city of Jack- 
son, together with appurtenant interior drainage facilities, including two 
pumping plants; and 

Improvement of the river channel for about 5 miles downstream from the 
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad bridge, including a cutoff 2.3 miles long— 

At a total cost of $3,992,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present this important project, 
and I hope that it will be included in your omnibus rivers and harbors bill. 


“XECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D.C., July 15, 1959. 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 22, 1959, re- 
questing the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1757, a bill to modify the 
general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes in the Mis- 
souri River Basin in order to provide for certain payments to the cities of 
Mandan and Bismarck, N. Dak. 

The purpose of the bill is to compensate the cities of Mandan and Bismarck 
for the Federal share of the cost of constructing sewage treatment works al- 
legedly made necessary by the construction of Federal dams and reservoirs on the 
Missouri River. 

The Secretary of the Army, in a report which will shortly be submitted to your 
committee on S, 1757, states that the Department of the Army is opposed to the 
enactment of the measure. The report indicates that the construction of Federal 
dams on the Missouri River will have no adverse effects on pollution in the 
Missouri River in the vicinity of the cities of Mandan and Bismarck. Moreover, 
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it indicates that operation of Garrison Dam will have a beneficial effect on pollu- 
tion caused by the disposal of raw sewage into the Missouri River by the two 
cities because the river’s natural irregular flow will be replaced by a relatively 
regular flow. The report states that there is no legal or equitable liability 
which entitles the cities of Mandan or Bismarck to an award. The Secretary of 
the Army also objects to the present form of the bill since no provision is made 
as to use to be made of the funds, nor is payment contingent upon the the mu- 
nicipalities contributing funds or actually constructing sewage facilities. The 
Secretary furthermore questions whether the amounts listed in the bill have 
been verified by engineering estimates or based on actual expenditures. 

While many cities have been assisted in providing necessary sewage treat- 
ment facilities through the waste treatment construction grant program admin- 
istered by the Public Health Service, the Bureau of the Budget believes that 
enactment of S. 1757 would constitute a radical departure from the established 
policy that construction of local pollution control works is primarily a State 
and local responsibility. The widespread acceptance of this policy is evidenced 
by the many local committees throughout the Nation that have undertaken 
the construction of sewage treatment works to meet the needs of growing pop- 
ulations and increased demands for water without the kind of assistance 
from the Federal Government proposed by 8. 1757. The Bureau of the Budget 
considers it important that this policy be strictly maintained. 

According, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend that S$. 1757 not be 
enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
Pulie 8. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director For Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., July 29, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


DearR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Department of the Army with respect to S. 1757, 86th Congress, a bill to 
modify the general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes 
in the Missouri River Basin in order to provide for certain payments to the 
cities of Mandan and Bismarck, N. Dak. 

This bill would modify the general comprehensive plan for flood control and 
other purposes in the Missouri River Basin to include payment of $577,875 to 
the city of Bismarck, N. Dak., and $367,950 to the city of Mandan, N. Dak., 
from funds appropriated for the Fort Peck, Garrison, or Oahe Dams, for the 
Federal share of the cost of construction of sewage treatment works alleged 
to be necessary because of construction by the Federal Government of dams 
on the Missouri River. 

The Department of the Army is opposed to the above-mentioned bill. 

The city of Bismarck first expressed concern in January 1950 that the 
discharge of city sewage in quiescent waters of the Missouri caused by the 
impoundment of water through operation of the Oahe Dam and Reservoir 
project, would cause pollution necessitating sewage treatment, for which Fed- 
eral assistance is desired. The position of the United States has been that 
the normal operating level of Oahe Reservoir would create a pool of which 
the headwaters would be approximately 15 miles downstream from the cities 
of Bismarck and Mandan, and that even in case of extreme flood the maximum 
pool level would still be 5 miles below the cities. For this reason the Oahe 
Reservoir would bave no effect on the practice by the cities of Bismarck and 
Mandan of discharging raw sewage into the Missouri River. Moreover, opera- 
tion of Garrison Dam, situated upstream from these cities would benefit sewage 
disposal because the river’s natural irregular flow will be replaced by a reia- 
tively uniform flow. 

In order to obtain an impartial opinion, it was agreed in July 1955 by repre- 
sentatives of the city of Bismarck, the U.S. Public Health Service, and the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, that a board of three consulting engi- 
heers be established to investigate the problem. The board was subsequently 
hamed and submitted a report of effects of Missouri River reservoirs on sewage 
facilities at both Mandan and Bismarck, N. Dak. 
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The board’s report dated January 1956 concluded that physcially and hydrau- 
lically the construction of Fort Peck, Garrison, and Oahe Dams and other 
construction of the Corps of Engineers on the Missouri River has not and will 
not adversely affect the condition of the river insofar as discharge of raw 
sewage into the river by the cities of Bismarck and Mandan, N. Dak., is presently 
practiced ; and that Oahe Reservoir pool levels, frequency of filling flood-control 
pool, and backwater effect in the Bismarck-Mandan area have no significant 
direct bearing on the necessity for sewage treatment. 

After indicating that the Federal projects would not affect sewage disposal, 
the obard further concluded that increased stream clarification and controlled 
flow, together with potential population growth in the area, would result in 
increased and higher river use by the public for navigation and recreation. 
The board found that such increased public use will enhance the public’s 
awareness of the present practice of discharging raw sewage into the river, 
with consequent adverse reaction to this condition likely to result in public 
demand for sewage treatment. The board’s conclusion from these findings was 
that since the Federal Government had improved the river so as to result in 
increased river use, it should share in the cost of primary treatment facilities 
in the suggested sum of $500,000 for the city of Bismarck and $330,000 for the 
city of Mandan. 

The suggested contribution does not arise from damage to or impairment of 
existing facilities, but evidently arises from intention of the cities to avert 
public criticism in the higher utilization to be made of betterments and improve- 
ments bestowed by the construction of a Federal project. There appears to be 
no legal or equitable liability which entitles the cities of Bismarck and Mandan 
to the proposed payments. 

The bill is also considered objectionable in its present form in that no provision 
is made as to use to be made of the funds, nor is payment contingent upon the 
municipalities contributing funds or actually constructing sewage facilities. 
Furthermore, it does not appear from available records that the amounts listed 
in the bill have been either verified by engineering estimates or based on actual 
expenditures. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WIner M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., May 17, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 3302, 86th Congress, a bill to amend 
the River and Harbor Act of 1945. 

This bill would modify the project for the Intracoastal Waterway in .the 
vicinity of Algiers at New Orleans, La., authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
approved March 2, 1945, to provide for a high-level fixed bridge on State High- 
way No. C-1460 over the Algiers Cutoff, subject to certain conditions of local 
cooperation. The bill includes an estimate of cost of $900,000. 

The Algiers Canal was authorized in accordance with Senate Document No. 
188, 78th Congress. That document provided for movable bridges where State 
Highways Nos. 31 and 996 were cut by ‘the improvement, the bridges to be 
constructed at Federal expense. State Highway No. C-1460 parallels Harvey 
Canal and was severed by the Algiers Canal near the western end. The project 
as authorized by the Congress made no provision for a crossing at Highway 
C-1460. The Corps of Engineers and the State of Louisiana entered into an 
agreement. providing a crossing for Highway 31, and in that agreement provided 
for connecting the severed ends of Highway C-1460 with the new crossing. 
Local interests actually constructed a tunnel (known as Belle Chasse Tunnel) 
at the crossing, with the Federal Government contributing the cost of a movable 
bridge. 

The Department of the Army has no authority to provide a bridge on Highway 
C-1460. Provision of the crossing for Highway 31 and roads connecting thereto 
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are considered as fulfilling the obligation of the Federal Government with respect 
to ‘these highways insofar as the canal project is concerned. Accordingly, the 
Department of the Army does not recommend favorable consideration of 8. 
3302. 

It may be that development along Harvey Canal since completion of the Algiers 
Cutoff and the connection of such developed area with the Missouri Pacific 
Railroad to the south would now justify a bridge as proposed by this bill. It is 
understood that local interests complain that traffic between Harvey and the 
lower coast of Louisiana must detour up to 84% miles if it is eligible to use the 
Belle Chasse Tunnel. Ineligible tunnel traffic, ie., that carrying combustibles 
or having excessive weight or height, must detour up to 18% miles. Further- 
more, they point out that detours add to traffic on roads which are frequently 
congested. However, it would appear that responsibility for provision of such 
an additional crossing lies with State and local authorities. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of an identical report on companion bills, H.R. 10642 and H.R. 
10671. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1960. 
Hon. Ropert S. KERR, 
US. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR Kerr: Following up on the conversations of Congressman 
John A. Blatnik and myself with you today, I am writing you relative to the 
Redwood River at Marshall, Minn., project as proposed by the Army Engineers. 

As you know, there have been a number of serious floods in Marshall and the 
mest recent virtually inundated the entire city, causing millions of dollars 
dumage not to mention personal suffering and hardship. The President declared 
it a disaster area following the last flood. 

Just a few weeks ago I personally met with the mayor of Marshall and a 
number of business and civic leaders who assured me that they were unani 
mously in favor of the project and that the city, county, and State were pre 
pared to carry out their obligations of cooperation. 

The board considered and approved the proposed project at their May 6 
ineeting and it is now pending comments ‘by the State of Minnesota and the 
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and Interior. I am reasonably certain 
from informal discussions that it will be uniformly approved. 

As I understand it, the plan officially has a 1.30-to-1 cost-benefit ratio but 
they believe the cost estiinates are high and that it may actually have about a 
1.50-to-1 ratio. I feel certain my committee will provide advance planning 
money for the project this week, subject to authorization. This project is of 
vital importance to the Marshall community, time is of the essence, and I most 
earnestly hope that your committee will see fit to include an authorization 
for this project in the amount of $2,252,000 and, of course, that authorization 
could be subject to final administrative approval of the plans. 

Thanking you and your committee for your consideration, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
H. CARL ANDERSEN. 


HEADQUARTERS, 
I)EPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C. 
Subject : Redwood River at Marshall, Minn. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 


1. I submit for transmission to Congress the report of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors in response to the resolution of the Committee on Public 
Works of the U.S. Senate adopted June 20, 1957. This resolution requests the 
Board to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on the Minnesota River, 
Minn., published as House Document No. 230, 74th Congress, Ist session, and 
other reports, to determine whether any modification of the recommendations 
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contained therein is advisable at this time, with particular reference to providing 
improvements for control of floods at and in the vicinity of Marshall, on Red- 
wood River, a tributary of the Minnesota River, in Lyon County, Minn. The 
report is also in review of interim reports on a survey of Minnesota River, Minn., 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1936. It considers only the advisability 
of improvements for flood control at and in the vicinity of Marshall, Minn. 

2. The district and division engineers report that a diversion channel and 
appurtenant works including improvement of the approach channel should be 
built. They estimate the benefit-cost ratio at 1.3. 

3. After full consideration of the reports of the district and division engineers, 
the Board recommends the improvement of Redwood River at Marshall, Minn., 
for flood control, by construction of a diversion channel and appurtenant works, 
including improvement of the approach channel; generally in accordance with 
the plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the 
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to 
the United States of $2,252,000 for construction; provided that local interests 
give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will: 

(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project ; 

(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction works ; 

(c) Maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army ; 

(d) Make at their own expense all necessary changes to buildings, high- 
way bridges and approaches, utilities including sewers, and related and 
special facilities; and 

(e) Prevent encroachments which would reduce the flood-carrying ¢a- 
pacity of either the diversion channel, or the existing channel of Redwood 
River within the project limits. 

4. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board. 

EK. C. IrscHNER, 
Lieutenant General, U.S. Army, 
Chief of Engineers 


MARSHALL, MINN., Way 18, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Reference H.R, 11585: Urgently request committee approval of authorization 
for Redwood River project in Marshall, Minn. According to records of the 
March chamber meeting representatives of the Minnesota Highway Department 
and Lyon County agreed to assume their share of the costs of the project. 
This diversion project is extremely vital to the stabilization of the business 
climate in the Marshall community. Records of losses from past floods show 
necessity of this diversion channel to prevent continuation of such staggering 
losses. 

DAVE TAYLOR, 
President, Marshall Chamber of Commerce. 


MARSHALL, MINN., May 18, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Reference H.R, 11585: Urgently request committee approval of authorization 
for Redwood River project in Marshall, Minn. According to records of the 
March chamber meeting representatives of the Minnesota Highway Department 
and Lyon County agreed to assume their share of the costs of the project. 
The project is a must for the health and welfare of the citizens of our city. 
We are prepared to assume all financial obligations assigned to the city in the 
engineers’ report. 

COMMON COUNCIL OF MARSHALL, 
By Dr. ©. F. McGuiaGan, Mayor. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR: I urge strongly that the Westfield River project be included 
in H.R. 7634. 
This is a much needed protection project and, its inclusion in the above-men- 
tioned bill, would be most beneficial. 
Thanking you for your kind attention to this matter and with every good wish, 
Iam 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN F. KENNEDY. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
May 19, 1960. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that your subcommittee is 
presently considering H.R. 7634, an omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control 
bill. I am advised that in testifying before the subcommittee, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers reported that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
had sent a favorable recommendation to the Secretary of the Army on the pro- 
posed improvement of Westfield and Little Rivers in Massachusetts. 

The New England division engineer reported that the proposed local improve- 
ments for flood control at Westfield will be necessary even after construction 
of the authorized Littleville Reservoir. This area has been subject to severe 
flood damage and in the 1955 floods suffered damages totaling about $8 million. 

I would appreciate your subcommittee giving favorable consideration to in- 
cluding authorization for construction of the proposed local flood control im- 
provements at Westfield in the omnibus bill, H.R. 7634. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, U.S. Senator. 
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19634 Parke Lane 
Grosse Ile, Michigan 
May 9, 1960 


Committee of Public Works 
Room 4202 

New Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C, 


Attention of the Honorable Robert S. Kerr, Chatrman 


Gentlemen: 


On the twenty-fifth day of April, 1960, I personally appeared before you to 
oppose the proposed deepening and widening of the Detroit River, Michigan 
Trenton Channel and the extension thereto. 


I was placed on record as representing myself, many of my neighbors on 
Grosse Ile, and sportsmen of this area. I requested three weeks to enable me 
to submit a detailed report in writing to the Committee, and was granted until 
May 11, 1960. Thank you, Senator Kerr and members of the Committee, for 
the extension of time granted to enable me to prepare this report opposing the 
project in its entirity. 


It is sincerely hoped that the information contained in the enclosed report will 
be of value to the Committee in evaluating the need for the project proposed 
in the Great Lakes Harbors Study, Interim Report on the Detroit River, Michigan 


Trenton Channel, compiled by the Detroit District of the U. &. Corps of Engi- 
neers. 


Sincerely, 


:dbd 


Enclosure 
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To: Committee of Public Works 
Room 4202 
New Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 


This report is submitted in opposition to the proposed deepening and widening of 
the Detroit River, Michigan Trenton Channel, and the extension thereto. 


It is sincerely hoped that the information contained herein will be of value to the 
Committee in evaluating the need for the project proposed in the Great Lakes Har- 
bors Study, Interim Report on the Detroit River, Michigan Trenton Channel. This 
report, compiled under the supervision of the District Engineer, Colonel Peter 
Hyzer (who has since been transferred from the Detroit District), carries on page 
34 the date of April 7, 1959. The present District Engineer of the U. S. Corps of 
Engineers is Colonel W. W. Wilson, 


The Interim Report is misleading when facts confront such statements as made on 
page ll, paragraph 35, sections (a) and (b), and I quote, "...the Trenton Channel 
be deepened to 27 feet for a uniform width of 300 feet from the Detroit River main 
channel through the Wyandotte Reach to just below the McLouth Steel Corporation 
plant about one mile south of the upper Grosse Ile bridge. “ 


Now, this proposed uniform width of 300 feet and depth of 27 feet for this channel 
are not needed because of the reasons indicated in the report. There is 4 record 
on following pages of all the vessels that have navigated the present Trenton 
Channel to McLouth Stee! Corporation's dock for the period July 14, 1959 to 

April 22, 1960. This record will show that since the completion of the Interim 
Report many modem lake freighters have hauled over-capacity loads to McLouth 
Steel Corporation in Trenton, after the steel strike was settled in 1959 and at 

the very end of the shipping season in the months of November and December, 
just before navigation ceases on the lakes for the winter. I would like to remind 
the Committee to examine the November and December dates on the manifest 
sheets; it is believed that records will bear out that water levels in the Trenton 
Channel area are generally low during that time of year. The following manifest 
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sheets show names of the vessels, their length, beam, capacity, type of material, 
tonnage hauled, date of arrival, and date of departure. The following are a few 
examples taken from the manifest sheets: 


1. TheT. W. Robinson, which is a Class 4 vessel, length 572 feet, beam 60 
feet, capacity 12, 100 tons, on December 9, 1959, hauled 13, 142 tons of 
limestone to McLouth Steel Corporation. This is 1,042 tons above the capa- 
city of the vessel. 


The freighter W. F. White arrived with an over-capacity load of limestone 
on November 12, 1959. 


The Rogers City, with an over-capacity load of limestone, arrived Novem- 
ber 13, 1959. 


The Irving L. Clymer, with an over-capacity load of limestone, arrived No- 
vember 23, 1959. 


The Irving L. Clymer again arrived with an over-capacity load of limestone 
on November 26, 1959. 


The W. F. White arrived with an over-capacity load of limestone on Decem- 
ber 12, 1959. 


Also, the Freighter R. C. Stanley arrived at McLouth Steel on April 22, 1960, 
with a so-called "distress load" of iron ore, You will notice on the manifest 
her capacity as compared to her load of 13,500 tons. The Stanley was bound 
for McLouth Steel when she came to grief with her load on the Vidal Shoal in 
the St. Mary's River (see the attached clipping marked Exhibit 1A-V.S., ta- 
ken from the Detroit News, April 20, 1960). As the manifest sheet shows, 
this vessel did start her voyage with a 13, 500 ton load of iron ore destined 
for McLouth Steel at Trenton, Michigan. The point is, this vessel never 
would have ventured forth with such a load if there were any doubt about 
negotiating the present Trenton Channel. And further, a vessel that can 
handle this tonnage is not small nor inefficient, as the Interim Report indi- 
cates. She is a Class 4 vessel, with a length of 595 feet, just five feet 
short of Class 5. 


As is generally known, the steel industry was on strike many months last year. 
If the Committee will study the dates on the manifest, it will be noticed that the 
H, L. Gobeille and her sistership, the Frontenac, arrived at McLouth Steel on 
July 14, 1959 and July 15, 1959 respectively and never departed again until No- 
vember 9, 1959. If the Committee will please also note, from this date, Novem- 
ber 9, 1959, to December 19, 1959, the vessels indicated on the manifest hauled 
enough tonnage through the existing Trenton Channel to stockpile sufficient ma- 
terial for the McLouth Steel Corporation to operate all winter without a threat 

of running out of steel due to a lack of raw materials while the shipping season 
was closed. As a matter of fact, the first load of iron ore delivered to McLouth 
Steel was on the twenty-first day of April, 1960, by a Class 5 vessel, 604 feet 
in length (see manifest for further detatl). 


Now, if we turn to page 21, paragraph 50, of the Interim Report, we are confronted 
with the statement, “The proposed tuming basin has been designed to provide ade- 
quate room for vessel to 650 feet in length totum. With caution, vessels to 700 
feet could also be turned. The turning basin is located convenient to the upper 
half of the McLouth dock." A check of the manifest will show that the first vessel 
to deliver ore to McLouth in 1960 was a Class 5 vessel, with a length of over 600 
feet. The present tuming basin, used by all vessels listed on the manifest and 
others, affords these vessels no difficulty in berthing at McLouth, as they use 
tugs to turn them as well as escort them through the upper Grosse Ile bridge. Fur- 
thermore, tugs will always be used in this operation, regardless of deepening and 
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widening; large vessels never will attempt to negotiate the turn into McLouth Steel 
coming downstream with a load. Refer to the Interim Report, page 20, paragraph 44, 
third sentence, which reads, “Due to river currents, loaded vessels normally are 
assisted by a tug when turning at McLouth Steel Corporation's dock." (See photo- 
graphs, Exhibit 2T-M, showing two tugs assisting the Michigan to her berth at 
McLouth Steel, with the H. L, Gobeille lying at the McLouth dock, empty and 
waiting for tug assistance to escort her through the upper Grosse Ile bridge. ) 


The Interim Report indicates on page 11, paragraph 36, “The principal reason ad- 
vanced for further improvement of the Trenton Channel is that present depths are 
inadequate to permit the efficient use of modern lake vessels. Because of a lower 
per ton transportation cost, new large vessels are rapicly replacing the older, 
smaller vessels now used on the Trenton Channel. The increased commerce ex- 
pected by the McLouth Steel Corporation, resulting from their plant expansion, 
will necessitate the use of larger vessels due primarily to the limited number 

of small vessels availabie. ” 


Again I would like to challenge the statements made in paragraph 36. First, look 
at the manifest again and it will be noted that every vessel that delivered material 
to McLouth Steel was over 500 feet in length and, with the exception of one 
freighter, the Sullivan Brothers (length 504 feet, capacity 9300 tons), the capa- 
cities of all the other freighters are in excess of 10,000 tons. The report indi- 
cates “older” and "smaller" vessels are being used in the Trenton Channel, but 
it fails to indicate what is considered “old” and what is considered "small." 

The report, with respect to defining smaller vessels,and large vessels, is rather 
vague. When the local Coast Guard Commander in charge of Marine Inspection 
was contacted for information as to what could be considered a large vessel, his 
answer was that any vessel over 500 feet in length is considered a large vessel. 
A further investigations on this subject with steamship operators indicates that 


a vessel whose capacity is greater than 10,000 tons can be considered a large 
vessel, 


My findings are as follows, and it is hoped that the Committee will see from 


these figures that our so-called smaller Great Lakes freighter is by far the larger 
in number: 


Approx. 
No, Plying 


Length in Feet. 
Class 3 500 to 549 100 
Class 4 550 to 599 84 
Class 5 600 to 649 50 
Class 6 650 to 699 15 
Class 7 700+ l+ 


The Edmund Fitzgerald is a Class 7 vessel and there may possibly be one or two 
more not listed. 


The Interim Report in paragraph 36 also indicates that the new large vessel is 
rapidly replacing the older smaller vessels now used in the Trenton Channel. This 
statement is misleading in that it tends to indicate that all vessels now using the 
Trenton Channel are old, small, and have more or less served their usefulness. 

A check of the manifest sheets will reveal some of the largest freighters on the 
Great Lakes are using the Trenton Channel and some that are too large, according 
to the Interim Report, to get to McLouth Steel. However, the manifest proves 

they delivered material there. 


Well, I challenge this “rapid expansion program," as indicated, I think a check 
with our shipyards on the Great Lakes would soon indicate that there are not 
very many large freighters on the ways being constructed, if any. And I believe 
that further check would show that very few, if any, Great Lakes freighters are 
being decomissioned and/or scrapped. My investigation brought forth none, 
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Furthermore, if all our shipyards were working around the clock, it would take 
years to replace the so-called old vessels. I didn't bother to indicate the number 
of vessels in Classes 1 and 2, which are by far in the greatest abundance on the 
Lakes, and you will notice from the mantfest that not a single vessel of the 
smaller variety, Classes 1 and 2, are shown as delivering material to McLouth 
Steel Corporation. 


In paragraph 37, page 11, sections (a) and (b), it is stated, “Additional navigation 
improvements for Trenton Channel and vicinity requested by local interests are 

as follows: (a) a downstream extension of the Trenton Channel to connect with 
the mouth of the Huron River and with the deep draft navigation channels in Lake 
Erie’) and (b) deepending and improvement of the auxiliary channel with the 
through Detroit River Channel. " 


(1) A drawing or chart showing this proposed channel, not enclosed with this 
report, is obtainable should it be needed by the Committee for study, from 


the U. S. Engineer Office, Detroit, Michigan. Refer to Pile No. DDR 18/196, 
dated March 1, 1943. 


Who are these “local interests" making this fantastic request to have the Govern- 
ment spend a hundred and some odd millions of dollars to extend the Trenton Chan- 
nel? The Interim Report indicates on page 4, paragraph 10, fourth sentence, "The 
unimproved channel below the turning basin extending to Lake Erie is obstructed 
by shoals, boulders, and ledge rock, with a least depth of about six feet." From 
this point, Detroit Edison's tuming basin, to the Huron River is approximately 
seven miles, and then from the Huron River to the ship channel out in Lake Erie 

it is approximately 3-1/4 miles more. The Detroit River Chart No. 41 wili show 
depths of water as shallow as two to five feet from the Huron River outlet to the 
Detroit River light, which, as indicated, is some 3-1/4 miles into Lake Erie. 


With the Seaway into the Great Lakes, some men have purchased many acres of 
waterfront property, just waiting for Uncle Sam to cut 4 deep water channel past 
their property. These and other interests are attempting to attract the Government 
to install this mammoth project, which in turn might attract something in the form 
of industry, thus increasing the value of their holdings in an area where there is 
presently no industry. 


To illustrate, a group of ten men, incorporated under the name Lake Erie Enter- 
prises, Inc., have purchased ninety some acres of waterfront land, adjacent to 
the Pointe Mouillee game reservation, bordering on Lake Erie, about April 30, 
1959. The Articles of Incorporation were signed on April 30, 1959 and were filed 
with the Michigan Corporation and Securities Commission on May 12, 1959 under 
File Number 104276 in the Assumed Names Department at the City-County Building 
in Detroit, Michigan. The names of the stockholders are as follows: Messrs. 
Stanley Gaishin, Rudy Gaishin,John Liss, Romeo Normindin, Edmund C, Komeffel, 
Nelson H. Freeman, Peter C. Duich, Charles P, Hornauer, and Chesley W. La- 
Beau. These men each purchased 250 shares of common stock at 4 figure of 
$5,000. The address of the corporation is 2525 West Jefferson Avenue, Trenton, 
Michigan. This is also the office of Charles Hornauer, who is reportedly Mc- 
Louth's attorney. Mr. Hornauer is also a real estate broker. His firm is known 
as the Trenton Realty Company, and this company also has other holdings of 
acreage adjacent to the above mentioned property. Further, Mr. Hornauer ts, 

or was, & director of the Trenton State Bank, chairman pro tem of the Down River 
Industrial Development Council, which has just recently.been formed, and secre- 
tary of the State Board of Realtors. 


In this same vicinity, along the path of the proposed extension of the channel, 
there is another tract of land which is owned by a Mr. Maiullo, an attorney 
with offices in the National Bank Building, Detroit. It is my understanding 
from a reliable source that Mr. Matullo is also trying to attract the Government 
to construct this channel from Trenton to the East Rockwood area, where, as 
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previously indicated, there is now absolutely no industry within several miles. 
ber But still, in the Interim Report, it is indicated that this channel will be taken 
he into consideration in another report or survey. 


It is fantastic that the Government would spend any money to even consider a 
project of this magnitude, when just a few miles south of the Huron River area 
there is a port with good water as far as draft is concerned and a sheltered tum- 


ation ing basin. Vessels of the Great Lakes can at this very moment traverse this 

‘ waterway, which is located at Monroe, Michigan, There are some 6,000 acres, 
J owned by the City of Monroe, available for industrial development, with rail 

ke facilities and a warehouse terminal on the site. The Ford Motor Company has 


a plant in this area. It would seem that with the existing channel and facilities 
already available if industry were really interested in waterfront property in the 
southeastern section of Michigan, this would be very attractive. 


It may seem from the above that I am trying to push the Port of Monroe, but I 
have absolutely no interests whatsoever in this port facility other than to point 


196, out to the Committee that it does exist, and it is general knowledge in this area 
that it does exist, whereas in the area involved in the proposed channel exten- 

sm- sion, there is nothing but extremely shallow water and marshy land. 

~! Colonel W. W. Wilson, District Engineer of the U. S. Corps of Engineers at a 

ed meeting held at the Trenton High School auditorium on April 14, 1960, set the 

som record pretty straight when he said, "The lower portion into Lake Erie is in the 

far future and won't be seriously considered until there are good indications that 

e enough industry will settle in the Trenton-Gibraltar-Huron River area." (See 

me Exhibit 196, an article taken from the April 14th issue of the Trenton Times, En- 

i titled, "Trenton Channel Depends on Desire, Panel Says.") The only major user 


of the Trenton Channel besides McLouth Steel is the Detroit Edison Company, 
who haul coal from Toledo, Ohio by barge (see photogreph, Exhibit DECB, show- 
of ing Detroit Edison Trenton Channel plant and barge alongside coal dock. Deep 
water ends here. Photograph taken viewing southward of Trenton.) Quoting 
from the third paragraph from the end of the article, “Robert Kelly, of the Detroit 
on Edison Company, said the existing channel is adequate for his company, and 
that principal use of a deeper channel would be cheaper transportation of coal.” 


is 
Referring to page 16, section (c), "Coal is necessary to the industries located 
bi, on the Trenton Channel both for power and as a necessary ingredient to chemical 
* processes. For that reason, the demand for coal in the Wyandotte Reach will 
probably increase proportionally with the increased demand for limestone. Coal 
ed receipts in that section can therefore be expected to increase about 80 percent, 
in The average tonnage of coal received in the Wyandotte Reach for the 4-year 
ding period 1954-1957 was 1,128,400 tons. The estimated average annual tonnage 
| over the next 50 years will be about 2,000,000 tons. Coal for the McLouth Steel 
ffel Corporation is now received by rail; however, with the increased demand result- 
ao ° ing from expansion of its plant, coal may be transported by vessel in the future. 
The coal commerce to the Detroit Edison Company plant at Trenton has averaged 
i 892, 100 tons for the 4-year period 1954-1957;" and quoting section (d), “No 
2 : increased commerce in petroleum products is anticipated. Any additional demand 
— for such products probably will be handled by pipeline rather than by water trans- 
portation. Other commodities are either handled by small vessels or in small 
quantities and therefore would not benefit from the improvement.” 
aa I believe that upon investigation it will be found that the McLouth Steel Corpora- 


tion used electricity and gas for their furnaces, and that coal is not used in any 
quantity at all except as an additive to their process. The usage of coal by Mc- 
Louth Steel, as stated in the report, is so slight that they haul none via water 
° transportation. It states in the report that proposed expansion of McLouth's 
Plant may cause them to ship in coal via the waterway. Not long ago, they added 
~ another furnace, which now makes two blast furnaces. Even this addition did not 
justify shipment of coal via water. 
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I think that a major possibility has been overlooked in the Interim Report, In 
looking into the future, and the report does by some 50 years, the report does not 
take into consideration the atomic age, and it is definitely here now. The Enrico 
Fermt nuclear power plant is just a few miles (approximately 11) south of Trenton 
and will go into operation in 1961. My thought is that fifty years from now the 
atomic power plants will have taken over the production of electricity and the use 
for coal as we know it today will have all but vanished in the making of electricity 
(see article on Dresden nuclear power station, Exhibit DNBS, page 14). 


Section (d) is correct for the most part, the exception being t hat the tankers haul- 
ing to the Socony dock located on the Trenton Channel are large tankers, not 
small, as two of these tankers, the Plattsburgh and the Poughkeepsie, have just 
recently been doubled in size and have a capacity of about 21,000 barrels. How- 
ever, they still manage to use the Trenton Channel with no difficulty. It is true 
that this company will not benefit from a wider and deeper channel and at this 
time-it is the only other company on the Trenton Channel located between the 
upper and lower bridges beside McLouth Steel receiving materials via water. 


There are many’ points that I could take exception to from the Interim Report sub- 
mitted to the Public Works Committee by the Detroit District of the Corps of 
Engineers, but time does not permit me to cover them all in detail, as I would 
like to do. However, I believe the Committee has before it enough information 
in this report to seriously question the worthiness of the proposed project, 


But to cover a few additional points as briefly as possible, with reference to the 
upper Grosse Ile bridge, in the Interim Report, page 7, it shows a horizontal 
clearance of both the right and left side as being 125 feet. My measurements 
of this span showed 133 feet. 


It is further indicated on page 6 of the Interim Report, paragraph 22, that no 
bridge modification is contemplated in the plan of improvement proposed in this 
report, That leads me to wonder why, ther, did the Grosse Ile Bridge Company 
last year, 1959, contract with the Freeman Excavating Company, located at 
19486 Allen Road, Brownstown Township, to put in a complete new road on this 
toll bridge. Many thousands of feet of timber were used and then this covered 
with asphalt. This type of repair on this bridge was unheard of the many years 


that I have crossed it. Mr. Freeman is a stockholder in the Lake Erie Enterprises, 
Inc. 


The reason I question Article 22 on page 6 of the Interim Report its that it states no 
bridge modification is contemplated in the plan of improvement proposed in this 
report. A close examination of the depths given around this Grosse Ile tollbridge, 
which are shown on the Detroit River Chart No. 41 (this chart is fumished by the 
U. S. Corps of Engineers and U. S. Lake Survey and is used for navigational pur- 
poses and it, too, is considered to be accurate in detail), will reveal that either 
the chart is wrong or the information supplied in the Interim Report is wrong. Page 
22, paragraph 55, is inaccurate, where it is indicated, “The river channel at the 
upper Grosse Ile bridge has natural depths to 35 feet. Only small earth shoals 
will need to be removed to provide a depth of 27 feet throughout the bridge open- 
ing. The removal of these shoals will not endanger the stability of the bridge. 

No modification of the bridge foundation will be necessary." If the Committee 
will notice, the report states, paragraph 54, page 22, that the river channel at 
the upper Grosse Ile bridge has natural depths to 35 feet, but still if this channel 
is to be deepened to27 feet at this point, shoals must be removed from throughout 
the bridge opening, and then that the stability of the bridge will not be endangered. 
I hope the Committee airs this point of shoal removal thoroughly, as any modifi- 
cation to this bridge structure could be extremely costly. 


Section 55, page 22, indicates no erosion or accretion effects on the shore line 
are expected from the proposed improvement, as the improvement consists only of 
widening and deepening the existing channel. The river banks will not be disturbed 
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by the deepening. In the previous excavations made in the Trenton Channel, I 
don't believe there was any compensating work anticipated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers when the Trenton Channel was deepened to a depth of 21 feet previously. 

A photograph is submitted, Exhibit 55A-P22. As indicated in the photographs, 
Exhibits 55-P22 and S5A-p22, there are two dikes in the Trenton Channel, ex- 
tending into the river, one dike immediately to the north of the McLouth Steel 
turning basin and the other dike on the southerm end of the basin. Their only 
function ts to hold back water to maintain the depth of water at and above the 
McLouth Steel turning basin. These dikes certainly have defaced the natural 
river bank on the Grosse Ile side of the Trenton Channel, which incidentally 

when the words "no accretion" as mentioned in paragraph 55 on page 22, as the 
photographs bear out, is a misnomer. The Grosse Ile shore line adjacent to the 
Trenton Channel has definitely been altered by these two dikes that jut out into 
the river for a considerable distance. The photograph, Exhibit 55P-22, shows 
one dike extending into the river. At the extreme right in the picture can be seen 
a channel marker. This marker indicates the edge of the channel and it can be 
readily seen how far out into the stream this dike extends from the original shore- 
line. Please note paragraph 55, the last sentence, which reads, "The river banks 
will not be disturbed by the deepening." The pictures bear out that dikes were 
extended into the river, straddling the turning basin, on a former deepening pro- 
ject. What will happen to the river banks should the proposed project be approved 
is anybody's guess. Here is evidence that a compensating measure had to be 
turned to in order to reach certain goals in the last project. It could happen 
again. See the clipping on page 13, second from the last paragraph, where it 
indicates that something will have to be done after this channel is deepened to 
maintain water level, etc. This remark was made by Colonel Wilson. I am in- 


clined to agree with his thinking rather than the remark on this subject in the 
Interim Report. 


It is indicated in the Interim Report on page 10, paragraph 32, "The existing termi- 
nal facilities along the Trenton Channel are considered reasonably adequate for 
present and prospective commerce; however, the plan of improvement considered 
herein involves deepening of berthing areas and dock modifications at some of the 
terminals. These facilities are privately owned and are not open for public use. 
Public terminals are available, or planned, for other locations in the Port of De- 
troit." In the above paragraph, it is stated that the existing terminal facilities 
along the Trenton Channel are considered reasonably adequate for present and 
prospective commerce, and then in the next breath, it explains the plan of improve- 
ment considered herein involves deepening of berthing areas and dock modifications 
at some of the terminals, and then that these facilities are privately owned and are 
not open for public use. Where are the facilities and whom do they belong to? The 
statement is vague in that it doesn't give any detailed information regarding the 
industries that would want the widening and deepening of this channel. It also 
mentions in paragraph 32 that public terminals are available, or planned, for 

other locations in the Port of Detroit. That also is very vague and confusing, but 
inasmuch as there is mention of the Port of Detroit concerning the availability of 
public terminals, or planned terminals, for other locations in the Port of Detroit, 
find enclosed an article, Exhibit 16D, from the Detroit News, April 21, 1960, 
showing a new warehouse and docks on waterfront and part of the traffic on the 
Rouge River, which incidentally is about 225 feet wide. This river handles a tre- 
mendous amount of traffic, with terminals studding both banks for a distance of 
about four miles, There are several bridges that vessels must contend with. At 

the western end of this, the Rouge River, is one of the largest manufacturing sites 
in the country, which manufactures steel also, having twelve furnaces, Raw ma- 
terials, such as iron ore, dolomite, limestone, coal, etc. are brohght to this 

huge industry via water. The depth of this Rouge River is indicated on Chart 41 

as having a depth of 21 feet, the same as the now existing Trenton Channel. 


The William Clay Ford, a Class 5 vessel owned by the Ford Motor Company, is 
listed as having a length of 647 feet, a capacity of 20,000 tons, and a draft of 
25 feet. It can be readily seen that it would be impossible for this vessel to 

navigate in the 21 foot waters of the Rouge River burdened to her maximum draft 
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of 25 feet. Now, the McLouth Steel Corporation in 4 much lesser way, having 
only two furnaces, is confronted with the same problem if she intends to use 
vessels with a draft when loaded to capacity greater than the 21 foot channel at 
Trenton. 


Please refer to the Exhibit on page 9, showing the Robert C. Stanley listing 
heavily to starboard just above the Soo locks and explaining that the vessel was 
damaged on the Vidal Shoals in the St. Mary's River. The Robert C. Stanley 
was downbound from Lake Superior with a load of iron ore weighing 13, 500 tons. 
Without knowing the exact circumstances, it is assumed that the vessel was in 
the channel. Now, the following information is vital to the Committee in making 
its decision as to whether any project in any tributary water or channels leading 
from the main arteries or deep seaway is worth while. 


The 1960 Great Lakes Pilot, which contains detailed descriptions of the Great 
Lakes and connecting waters and other data regarding other charted waters re- 
lating to physical conditions pertinent to navigation, and Chart Nos. 61 and 62, 
which are also prepared by the U. &. Corps of Engineers, U. S. Lake Survey, 
provide the following information. There is a depth of 25 feet in the downbound 
channel from 4 point immediately east of Saulte Ste. Marie, Michigan, and this 
same depth is given on Chart No. 62 for a distance of approximately ten miles 
downstream to & point just north of the radar reflector and No. 22A flashing red 
channel marker. Then, Chart No, 61 shows 25 feet of water in Lake Munuscong 
in the Neebish Channel downbound to a point north of Lime Island, a distance 
of approximately 5-1/4 miles. And then further, the 1960 Great Lakes Pilot 
on page 93 under "Navigation Routes, Dimensions of Channels, Limiting Di- 
mensions of Through Channels, St. Mary's River, Downbound Traffic, " gives a 
Then, from Point Iroquois to the canals, a distance 
of approximately 14 miles, there are six vessel courses and these canals have 
a least depth of 25.8 feet at Vidal Shoals. Even though it shows a limiting depth 
of 25.8 feet at Vidal Shoals, there is evidence here to show that 2 heavily 
burdened vessel can run into trouble. So then it is no wonder that the manifest 
shows a lesser tonnage in these large boats of iron ore than their capacities 
will allow, and the reason actually is not solely because of a lesser depth of 
water than now exists in the Trenton Channel. It would seem that the upper 
reaches of the St. Mary's River, which ts located north of Lake Huron, will not 
permit these larger freighters to load to their maximum capacity as they would 
never be able to make their way through these channels in the St. Mary's River. 
It is rather difficult to understand why there is a desire for a deeper Trenton 
Channel and for a width greater than the present 250 feet when the vessels in- 
dicated on the manifest are having no trouble whatsoever in the Trenton Channel. 


The report indicates on page 10, paragraph 33, that there are 21 terminals along 
the Trenton Channel, 12 at Wyandotte, three at Riverview, and six at Trenton, 
and that only the McLouth Steel Corporation has unloading facilities. The other 
docks depend on self-unloading vessels. The principal facilities follow: listed 
in section (a), Wyandotte Power Plant, Eberts Brothers Company, Wyandotte 
Chemicals Corporation (2 docks), Pennsalt Chemicals Corporation, with a 
berthing area of 1,885 feet. That makes 4 total of five principal facilities; 

the other facilities must have been too minor to mention. 


Mr. Herman J. Eichenhofer, who ts the plant superintendent of the Pennsalt 
Chemicals Corporation, indicated to me that the widening and deepening of 
this channel would not be of any benefit to his company and that they were 
concerned that the proposed works might damage their timber-sheet piling 
bulkhead construction on the waterfront. 


Wyandotte Chemicals Corporation, as indicated in the report on page 10, para- 
graph 33, section 3, has two docks and it also has four vessels. One of these 
vessels is shown in Exhibit WC-1; this vessel is 51 years old. I spoke to one 
of the officials of this corporation and was given to understand that as regards 
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the worthiness of this freighter that it probably could be used for another fifty 
years. He also indicated that this type of veseel, which falls in Class 1 (under 
400 feet in length) is not economical to operate by today's standards as it takes 
the same crew to operate and conform to regulations as it does to operate a Class 
4or 5 vessel. However, it was also indicated that with the price tab of $8 million 
for one of the larger vessels, the company will continue to use their present fleet 
for an indefinite period of time, in spite of the handicap of their being of 6 smaller 
class. 


It will be noted on page 24 of the report, paragraph 58, fifth sentence, it is stated, 
"Modification of the berthing area at Wyandotte Chemicals Corporation is not ex- 
pected to be completed during the first ten years after completion of the channel 
improvement. The present value of this estimated $550, 000 investment is $338, 000. 
The annual cost for maintenance in addition to the amount now required for existing 
and authorized work is estimated to be $10, 000 for maintaining channel depths and 
$350 for aids to navigation." Now, as indicated in the report, Wyandotte Chemicals 
is not expected to modify any of their berthing areas for the next ten years after the 
channel is completed, and the report indicates that it will take some three years to 
complete this work, which will mean a total period of thirteen to fourteen years. 


Now, as near as can be understood from the above, the present value of this esti- 
mated $550,000 investment is $338,000. These estimated figures, which are 
given throghout this entire report, are extremely vague because they go out into 
the distant future so far that I believe it is impossible to come up with anything 
that is reasonably correct. On page 27, paragraph 64, it states, “A comparison 
of the annual benefits to annual costs for the plan of tmprovement indicates the 
proposed improvements are justified by a ratio of 4,4, as shown in Table 9, 


° Table 9 
COMPARISON OF BENEFITS TO COSTS 


Annual Annual Benefit-Cost 
Considered Depth —Benefits Costs scat 


$1,502,000 $316,000 4.7 
270,000 85,000 3.2 
1,772, 000 401,000 4.4 


The Committee should challenge these comparisons of benefits to costs inas- 
much as the evidence presented herein indicates that vessels cannot success- 
fully use the proposed considered depths of even 25 feet due to the limiting 
depths in channels that these ore carriers must use in route. How, then, can 
the Interim Report justify the need for a 27 foot deepening of the Trenton 
Channel? 


Please refer to Exhibit 2F, showing large, modern vessels, the John C. Hay and 
the Cadillac, both discharging their cargoes at the same time at the McLouth 

Steel Corporation, and Exhibit CCC-1, showing the vessel Champlain, which has 
8 length of 604 feet, unloading iron ore at the McLouth Steel Corporation dock in 
1960. This vessel's capacity is 15,600 tons, and as will be noted on page 4, on 
November 26, 1959, she delivered 11,794 tons of iron ore to McLouth Steel. Take 
note of the time of year -- late fall, November 26, 1959, a time when the water 
elevation is generally low and subject to frequent flucuation. Now, examining 

the manifest further on page 6 we discover this same vessel, the Champlain, 

again delivered iron ore to the McLouth Steel Corporation in the spring of this 

year on April 21, 1960, when the water table is generally high and relatively stable. 
Rt will be noticed that her load on this trip was 12,702 tons, 908 tons more than 
delivered the preceding fall. Now, although this vessel has a greater carrying 
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capacity, it is believed that she, like all the other vessels handling iron ore 
shown on the manifest sheets, is only loading that tonnage of tron ore which she 
can handle safely, not just in the Trenton Channel, but over the entire shipping 
lane in route to McLouth Steel Corporation. 


It states on page 30, paragraph 74, "The Lake Carriers’ Association was also fur- 
nished a description of the proposed plan of improvement. In reply, they stated 
that the proposed improvements are suitable and adequate for the most pressing 
needs; further, that the turning basin appears entirely adequate for vessels for 
the length of 650 feet and that it can be used with caution by vessels up to 700 
feet. Also that in its proposed location, there is apparently room for enlargement 
if and when such action becomes necessary through the use of larger vessels. 
The proposed improvements should take care of traffic in this area for many years 
to come." Vessels over 600 feet, without the proposed improvement, have made 
their way through this turning basin and it is definitely established by this very 
use that it is adequate. I think that it can be said that the pregent channel and 
turning basin will take care of the traffic in this area for many years to come. 


Quoting from page 29, paragraph 73, “The United States Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, after reviewing the plan of im- 
provement, recommended the following” 


"a. The dredging be accomplished during the winter, if possible, when 
recreational use of the area is low and effects of the downstream wash of bottom 
material on fishlife and aquatic plants will be at a minimum. 


"b. The Corps of Engineers cooperate with the Michigan Department of 
Conservation in the selection of mutually acceptable spoil disposal areas for 
the dredged material. 


“The recommendations will be given consideration in pre-construction planning 
if the proposed improvements are authorized. “ 


See Exhibit O-26, The Detroit News, May 1, 1960, column “Outdoors” by Kendrick 
Kimball; Exhibit PD, an article entitled, “Progress or Ducks?” which appeared in 
the April 27th. issue of The Downriver News-Herald; and Exhibit R-1, a Village of 
Gibraltar Resolution dated April 11, 1960. The reason theze exhibits are being 
offered here is so that the Committee may have before it further information that 

I believe should be considered seriously before passing judgment on the need for 
the project. As the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated, a disturbance 
of the bottom of this channel through any workings will put contaminants and 
sludge, whatever they may be, into suspension. In this respect, according to 
Exhibit PD, tt is questionable whether this will be progress inasmuch as the area is 
being served by a waterway that seems to be ample for the industry located along 
its course, but I don't believe anyone will question but what it will be a hindrance 
to the migratory ducks that use this waterway in great numbers. As indicated in 
Exhibit O-26, which I believe is self-explanatory, under the caption, "Closer 
Cooperation is Urged," it is indicated that the release of untreated oil sewage 
into the Detroit River caused the death of 10,000 to 12,000 wild ducks. It is 
further indicated that perhaps the valuable game birds could have been driven from 
their trap by boats or helicopters if the State Conservation Department had known 
the discharge was forthcoming, This, I doubt very much. Once a duck comes to 
raft in oll, the end result is a dead duck -- and this case resulted in death to 
thousands. To further attest these claims, Exhibit R-1 is offered, which indicates 
the feelings of a municipality whitch is located at the "catch-all" end of this 
Trenton Channel. As the resolution by the Village of Gibraltar will show, the citi- 
zenry of this village are extremely disturbed by the polluted water conditions. 

The death toll of ducks was concentrated in the lower Trenton Channel area, 


Not just the wants of industries should be heard, but also and primarily the wants 
of the residents of the area, many of whom were permanently established in this 
area long before industry made its debut. These communities were settled on a 
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Federal waterway and have existed for many years, enjoying the pleasures that 
attracted them here; wiidlife, fish, rural fresh air, and uncontaminated water. 
Now appears on the scene industry, readily making their wants known, such as 
in this case requesting this fantastic project at the cost of millions of dollars 
and which from the Interim Report would appear to benefit just one company. 
These very industries shirk their responsibilities in using Federally owned water, 
which in essence is the people's water, removing untold millions of gallons 

of water from our rivers and for the most part returning all but that which has 
been dissipated in their usage in a polluted and contaminated condition. It is 
about time that industry made a supreme effort to show the citizenry that they 
will no longer be guilty of contaminating and polluting the waters that are so 
vital to their industries as well as vital to the well being of the citizens whose 
monies they ask to support a project such as this in the Trenton Channel. 


It is my sincere hope that the information submitted herein will be sufficient in 
the eyes of the Committee for rejecting this project in its entirity. There is much 
more oppositional information that could go into this report; however, time does 
permit for it to be placed in the record. 


In my request to be placed on record as opposing this project when I appeared in 
Washington, I indicated I was representing myself, my neighbors on Grosse lie, 
and sportsmen in the area. I did not mention my neighbors in Gibraltar, but 
would like to at this time, as indicated in the Exhibit R-1. 


Also, Exhibit ZM~1, the zoning map of the Village of Gibraltar, will indicate that 
this proposed channel extension will take a course immediately off the shoreline 
of Horse Island and the Village of Gibraltar. The development of a deep channel 
would necessitate dynamiting of the ledge rock, which is prevalent in this area, 
and may have serious consequences. The Village of Gibraltar just recently com- 
pleted installation of a sewer system over the entire area, including Horse Island. 
In the laying of the sewer line, for instance on Horse Island, a settling of the 
sewer was experienced due to the unstable jelly-like base that was found when 
excavation was made in order to establish the engineered grade of the sewer on 
Horse Island and much of it had to be reworked. In view of this condition, it 
can be readily seen that any vibrations, such as would be caused in the blasting 
for such a project off the shores of Gibraltar, could be chaotic. It is a strong 
possibility that the Village of Gibraltar may go on record as resisting such a pro- 
ject from this standpoint, as it could disrupt their sewer system and cause them 
additional expense, 


I have not mentioned the support that this oppositional report would have from the 
Michigan Conservation Clubs, as they, the Michigan United Conservation Clubs, 
are not even aware that this project has advanced to the point to where it has 
come before you, the Public Works Committee, for approval. 


In closing, I would like to refer to Exhibit 196, “Charles W. Sabadash, president 
of the Down River Chamber of Commerce, traced the history of his organization 
and declared that the industrial area from River Rouge to Trenton has grown tre- 
mendously in the last 20 years, but is verging on a greater boom." 


Mr. Sabadash fails to mention that there is some movement out of the area, (see 
Exhibit 10A-DN).. Shwayder Brothers Corporation plans to move its entire firm, 
not just out of the Down River area, but completely out of the State of Michigan, 
and this firm has a 700-employee operation. 


Exhibit GIBC shows a small boat marina; adjacent to this marina is an exclusive 
private club formed within the last few years. During a visit with the manager, 
Rudy Rossi, within the past several days, he indicated that they were trying to 
Purchase additional property south of the marina, their plans being to have 
greater facilities for handling many more boats when the seaway is completed. 
This location is immediately south of the lower Grosse Ile bridge and directly 
across from the Detroit Edison turning basin. From this point looking southward 
is where the proposed channel into Lake Erie would extend. 


« 
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On this subject, Colonel W. W. Wilson has remarked (Exhibit 196) that it would 
cost $100 million to install this channel, and further, "The lower portion into 
Lake Erte is in the far future and won't be seriously considered until there are 
good indications that enough industry will settle in the Trenton-Gibraltar-Huron 
River area, " 


It may be of interest to the Committee to read the article, Exhibit CA, on the 
following page. Although I was present at the meeting attended by Mr. Kenneth 
Dalhka, I did not hear either Mr. McLaughlin or Mr. Murphy of McLouth Steel 
respond when their names were called. It is also interesting to note that Mr. 
Dalhka apparently did not know before which Committee he appeared, for the 
article refers to the Waterways Committee. Although I am sure Alabama would 
be proud to claim Senator Kerr, Senators Hill and Sparkman might feel slighted, 
and Oklahoma would probably prefer to claim her own. This its just tUlustrative 


of the type of reporting reaching the public in this area on this important subject. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Carl Drago 


Notre: Exlib referred to ave inthe files of the committee, 
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MANIFEST SHEET 


Names of vessels that carried material to McLouth Steel Corporation located in Tren- 
ton, Michigan: 


aie [naj mandate acenjet ane 
HA ED D D 
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Sullivan 
Brothers 504' 54' 9,300 | Iron Ore 9,189 | 11/10/59} 11/11/59 
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| 
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6, 204 
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4 580° 60° 13,000 |r or 10,908 |11/20/59} 11/21/59 
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ayne W. 
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. a. 
Mather 


Cederville 
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res. boss] unara| weal TOMS | marzmaslanuueD| “bate | Date 
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Mc Bripk, BAKER, WIENKE & SCHLOSSER 


Lioyp M. Mc Brive 
Epwarp H. Baker. JR 


Harvey WIENKE TELEPHONE FINANCIAL 6- 6101 
GrorGe M. SCHLOSSER 


Frank A WoLtaroer 110 NortH Wacker Drive 
overt B. Gernie Gnicaco 6, ILLNots 
Jons P. Ryan, Jr 

Ropert D. Barnes 

Lronarp E. Zan 

Crank L.Wacner 

Daviv G. ELMowr 

Georoe RK. Stece, Mm 


May 3, 1960 


Mr. T. W. Sneed, Staff Engineer 
Public Works Committee of the Senate 
Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C, 


Re: Senate Bill 1148 
Dear Mr. Sneed: 


In accordance with our telephone conversation of yesterday, I am 
enclosing herewith three copies of the "Survey and Report" of Vermilion 
Corporation in opposition to the Fresh Water Bayou Canal Project. 


Although I understand that public hearings on this and other projects 
have been suspended, I gather that you will see to it that our opposition 


Survey and Report is included in the public record of the hearings with 
respect to this project. 


I will be in Washington, D.C. on May 18th and 19th, and will 
probably take the liberty of calling on you at that time. I will telephone 
you in advance for an appointment. 


Should there be any future hearings before your Committee with 
respect to the Fresh Water Bayou Canal Project, I would appreciate your 
giving me notice of the same as well as to my co-attorney in this oppo- 
sition, Edmund McIhenny of the law firm of Chaffe, McCall, Phillips, 


Burke & Hopkins, 1500 National Bank of Commerce Building, New Orleans 
12, Louisiana. 


Very truly yours, 


LMM/JCK WA. B tiie he 


Enc, 
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INTRODUCTION 
to 
SURVEY AND REPORT 
of 
VERMILION CORPORATION 


These introductory remarks are designed to describe the interest of Vermilion Cor. 
poration, the position of Vermilion Corporation with respect to the Fresh Water Bayou 
Canal Project, the manner in which this Survey and Report of Vermilion Corporation has 
been composed and by whom, and the salient features of this Survey and Report. 


THE INTEREST OF VERMILION CORPORATION. 


Under the terms of a 99 year lease, and subject only to exceptions not material here, 
Vermilion Corporation enjoys all the surface rights of a tract of land in Vermilion 
Parish, Louisiana, consisting of approximately 125,000 acres. Almost the entire course 
of the proposed Fresh Water Bayou Canal route would traverse this property and mate- 
rially affect the enjoyment of the leasehold rights of Vermilion Corporation, as well as 
those of many contiguous property owners. The undersigned have been retained as attor- 
neys by Vermilion Corporation to prepare and submit this Survey and Report. 


PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY AND REPORT. 


Under date of May 12, 1959, the undersigned were notified on behalf of Vermilion 
Corporation that a Survey had been completed (as identified on the cover of this Survey 
and Report) by the New Orleans District Engineer and the Lower Mississippi Valley 
Division Engineer which recommended the construction of a canal linking the Intracoastal 
Waterway and the Gulf of Mexico on a route described in said report as the Fresh Water 
Bayou Canal route. This notice further advised that parties not in agreement with the 
conclusions and recommendations contained in said report should submit their views 
to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on or before June 12, 1959. By subse- 
quent action of this Board, Vermilion Corporation was granted an extension of time to 
August 11, 1959, within which to file its views in opposition to the above described rec- 
ommendations. This Survey and Report of Vermilion Corporation is, therefore, filed pur- 
suant to the above described notice and in opposition to the recommendations in question. 


It should be noted, however, that this Survey and Report is not being filed by Ver- 
milion Corporation in opposition to a project, as such, which would result in a canal link- 
ing the Intracoastal Waterway and the Gulf of Mexico somewhere more or less midway 
between the mouths of the Atchafalaya River and the Calcasieu River. Rather, this Sw 
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vey and Report merely reflects the emphatic views of Vermilion Corporation that such a 
canal should more properly be constructed through the so-called Vermilion Bay and South- 
west Pass route, as described in the Corps of Engineers’ Survey, rather than along the 
Fresh Water Bayou route with the tremendous resultant damage to the properties of 
Vermilion Corporation as described herein. 


METHOD OF COMPOSING THIS SURVEY AND REPORT. 


As the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has previously been advised, the 
officers and directors of Vermilion Corporation were not aware until December, 1958, and 
then only by rumor rather than by official notice, that a recommendation had been made 
or was about to be made by the United States Army Engineer District, New Orleans, 
Corps of KMngineers, in fayor of the selection of the Fresh Water Bayou route for the 
canal in question. Pursuant to action taken by the Board of Directors of Vermilion Cor- 
poration immediately thereafter, on January 8, 1959, an investigation was authorized 
for the purpose of determining what position should officially be taken by Vermilion Cor- 
poration. Only after the ensuing preliminary investigation was it determined that Ver- 
milion Corporation should oppose, not the construction of a canal, but the route selected 
and should support the construction of a canal through the Vermilion Bay — Southwest 
Pass route. 


Pursuant to that decision, the undersigned were authorized and directed by Ver 
milion Corporation to retain experts in all fields from which factual information might be 
gleaned for consideration by the Corps of Engineers which had not theretofore been sub- 
mitted to or apparently come to the attention of the Corps. In accordance with that 
authorization, the undersigned retained the group of experts hereinafter identified and 
then reviewed with those experts the data of public record which had previously been 
submitted to the Corps of Engineers, and requested the experts to determine what, if 
any, new engineering and economic data, specific in nature and directly bearing on the 
findings of the reporting officers, could be compiled for submission to the Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors. 


At a later date, and immediately after the release thereof for public review, being 
May 13, 1959, the undersigned submitted to each of the experts thus retained, the “Survey 
of Fresh Water Bayou and Vicinity, Louisiana” of 15 September, 1958 referred to on the 
cover of this Survey and Report, with further instructions to the effect that the data 
and conclusions contained in said Survey should be fully considered in the prepara- 
tion of the various surveys and reports comprising this Survey and Report of Ver- 
milion Corporation. 


It is respectfully submitted that the following individuals are acknowledged experts 
and leaders in their respective fields and that the data and observations contained in 
their various surveys and reports comprising this Survey and Report represent data and 
observations which are new in nature and as to which the Corps of Engineers has not had 
an opportunity of giving prior consideration: 
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Name Position 
Richard J. Russell, Ph.D. ......... Dean of Graduate School, 
Louisiana State University 


Stephen L. McDonald, Ph.D. ...... Head of Department of Finance, 
Louisiana State University 


Leslie L. Glasgow, Ph.D. ..... ... Professor of Game Management, 
School of Forestry, 
Louisiana State University 


Richard K. Yancey. .....<..20660+ Chief of Refuge Division, 
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries 
Commission, 
Department of Conservation, 
State of Louisiana 
EAP NOM a dsiesa re ckeeebwaeeee Chief, Furs Division, 
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries 
Commission, 
Department of Conservation, 
State of Louisiana 


Marty T. Bovey, 02. 662 vsccscanee Consulting Engineer, 


Baton Rouge, Louisiana and 
Houston, Texas 


oie ERE 5 danuwewssnsaeeeee Vice President and General Manager, 
Vermilion Corporation 
John P. Donohue, CPA........... Treasurer, 


Vermilion Corporation 


Under the index tabulation “Economies”, the report of Dr. Stephen LL. McDonald, 
economist, is reproduced in full. Under the index tabulation “Geology” there is repro- 
duced in full the report of Dr. Richard J. Russell, geologist. Under the index tabula- 
tion of “Engineering”, the full report of Harry Kk. Bovay, Jr., engineer, is likewise re 
produced in full. Under the index tabulation “Wildlife”, are reproduced the full report 
of Richard K. Yancey and Dr. Leslie L. Glasgow, migratory fowl experts, as well as the 
full report of Mr. Ted O’Neil, the fur bearing animal expert, and J. M. Hebert, Vice 
President and General Manager of Vermilion Corporation. The data prepared by Messrs 
Hebert and Donohue, as well as sundry data and information obtained by the undersigned, 
was made available to Dr. Stephen L. MeDonald for consideration and inclusion in his 
economic report. 


It should be emphasized that neither the undersigned nor any of the consultants 


retained by them, as hereinabove identified, are seeking to assert themselves as critics of | 


the recommendations and conclusions made and reached by the District Office in New 
Orleans of the Corps of Engineers predicated upon the rather sketchy and incomplete 
information made available to that Office in the course of previous hearings. To the con- 
trary, the role of the undersigned and those consultants has been that of making a dili- 
gent and, hopefully, an expert effort to probe the entire factual background involving 
the Fresh Water Bayou route and to make the factual results thereof known to the Corps 
of Engineers for its reconsideration. 
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SALIENT FEATURES OF THIS SURVEY AND REPORT. 


The Survey of the New Orleans District Office of the Corps of Mngineers reports an 
estimated benefit—cost ratio of 1.5 to 1 for the Fresh Water Bayou route and an esti- 
mated benefit—cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 for the Vermilion Bay route, and it was from a com- 
parison of these estimated benefit-cost ratios that the New Orleans District Office has 
drawn the conclusion that the canal should be constructed on the Fresh Water Bayou 
route rather than on the Vermilion Bay-Southwest Pass route. Based on the new data 
contained in this Survey and Report, the economist, Dr. Stephen L. McDonald, reaches a 
completely contrary result, with his estimated benefit-cost ratio for the Fresh Water 
Bayou route being 0.2 to 1 and that for the Vermilion Bay-Southwest Pass route being 
0.9 to 1. 


It seems clear, then, that the Fresh Water Bayou route has no economie value and 
that the economic value of even the Vermilion Bay-Southwest Pass route is highly ques- 
tionable, but that, in any event, if a canal is to be constructed it must be along the latter 
and not the former route. The reasons for these wide discrepancies in estimated benefit- 
cost ratios are fully set forth and documented in this Survey and Report, but for guid- 
ance in analyzing the various surveys and reports comprising this Survey and Report, a 
few of the salient features producing these substantial discrepancies should be alluded to: 


1. The estimate of benefits accruing to the oil industry from both the proposed Fresh 
Water Bayou route as well as the Vermilion Bay route was based upon the as- 
sumption that it is necessary to drill four dry holes for each successful oil well 
in the offshore area. In reality, the history of drilling as documented in the eco- 
nomic report herein shows that only one dry hole is drilled for every four suc- 
cessful holes. This factor alone has served to reduce benefits to both routes by 
approximately 70%. 


2. The New Orleans District Corps of Mngineers’ Survey dated 15 September, 1958, 
has not included in its benefit-cost ratio any cost factor to reflect damage to he 
done to wildlife, agricultural or grazing activities in the immediate area. 


3. The Survey dated 15 September, 1958, has not attributed any cost to the replace- 
ment of the ten mile 14-inch pipeline now paralleling the proposed Fresh Water 
Bayou route, which pipeline if not destroyed in the course of construction of the 
route will he destroyed within seven years by the inevitable erosion to the canal 
herm. The estimated cost of replacing this pipeline is $775,000. 


4. The Survey of 15 September, 1958, has not reflected the current market values of 
real estate in the area. The Survey estimates the cost of right-of-way at an 
average price of about $17.00 per acre whereas recent sales in the immediate vi- 
cinity have been made at prices varying between $30.00 and $64.00 per acre. Also, 
the Survey has attributed no cost factor to the approximately 100,000 acres which 
will he damaged by adverse drainage changes and by salt water intrusion beyond 
the limits of the proposed right-of-way, nor has it made clear whether a right-of- 
way by title or easement will be required. 


5. The geologist’s and engineer’s reports contained herein reflect that jetties of sub- 
stantially greater length will be required for the off-shore portion of the Fresh 
Water Bayou route by reason of the peculiar current conditions existing in the 
immediate vicinity of Fresh Water Bayou, resulting in an enormous incidence of 
siltation. 


6. The Survey of 15 September, 1958, proposes jetties for the Vermilion Bay route 
at a substantial cost. Our engineering report contained herein points out that 
such an installation does not appear to be necessary and has not been required 
for any channe! traversing any similar bay or sound on any point on the Gulf 
Coast. 


7. The Survey of 15 September, 1958, has estimated dredging costs in Vermilion 
Bay at 60¢ per cubic yard whereas records of similar operations recently per- 
formed either by or for the Corps of Engineers reflect that this type of work in 
similar areas has been done at a maximum cost of 30¢ per cubie yard. There also 
appears to be a discrepancy in the volume of dredging necessary. 
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The above items together with other items of less significance, but bearing upon the ben. 
efit-cost ratio are discussed and documented hereinafter in detail. 


It is believed that with this new economic, engineering, wildlife and geological data 
in its possession, the Corps of Engineers will be in a position to reconsider the route 
thus recommended by the Division and District Offices, and that the Corps will, as a re. 
sult thereof, inescapably reach the conclusion that the canal should be constructed on the 
Vermilion-Sonthwest Pass route and not on the Fresh Water Bayou route. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Komunp McILHENNY 


L. M. McBrive 


A. SUMMARY 


In its Survey of Freshwater Bayou and Vicinity, Louisiana, September 15, 1958, the 
U'. S. Corps of Engineers estimated costs and benefits of two alternative canal routes 
between the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway near Intracoastal City and the Gulf of Mexico. 
It concluded by recommending construction via the Freshwater Bayou Route on the basis 
of an estimated benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1 for that route, as compared to an estimated 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 for the alternative Vermilion Bay Route. 


The present review of these findings indicates that the Corps substantially overesti- 
mated the costs of the Vermilion Bay Route by including unnecessary jetties in the esti- 
imate; and that it substantially underestimated the costs of the Freshwater Bayou Route 
by omitting necessary jetty construction and giving no weight to potential loss of income 
in the affected region due to adverse drainage and salt water intrusion which probably 
would result from the project. In addition, the Corps overestimated the benefits of both 
routes by using an erroneous success ratio in offshore oil and gas well drilling. 


When appropriate revisions in the Corps estimates are made, the benefit-cost ratio 
of the Freshwater Bayou Route falls to 0.2 to 1 and that of the Vermilion Bay Route 
falls to 0.9 to 1. It is therefore concluded that the Freshwater Bayou Route is economi- 
cally unsound to a high degree, while the Vermilion Bay Route is questionable. If a 
canal is to be constructed in the area, however, the Vermilion Bay Route is to be pre- 
ferred on economic grounds by an overwhelming margin. 


B. FOREWORD 


As reported in Survey of Freshwater Bayou and Vicinity, Louisiana, September 15, 
1958 (hereinafter referred to as “Survey”), the U.S. Corps of Engineers appraised two 
possible routes for a proposed canal connecting the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway near 
Intracoastal City with the Gulf of Mexico. One route (hereinafter referred to as “Ver- 
milion Bay Route”) would cross Vermilion Bay and enter Gulf waters through South- 
west Pass. The other route (hereinafter referred to as “Freshwater Bayou Route”) 
would pass through lands in Vermilion Parish and enter the Gulf at the mouth of F'resh- 
water Bayou. On the basis of the Engineers’ appraisal, the Survey reported the Fresli 
water Bayou Route to be preferable on economic grounds, despite a higher first cost, 
because it had a higher apparent benefit-cost ratio (1.5 to 1) than the Vermilion Bay 
Route (1.3 to 1). (Survey, p. 19.) 


The purpose of the present analysis is to re-evaluate the two alternative routes in 
the light of additional evidence bearing upon both their costs and their benefits. The 
sources and methods of gathering the additional evidence are fully detailed. The method 
of evaluation employed in this analysis is the same as that employed by the Corps of 
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Engineers; that is, annual benefits and costs are derived and their ratio computed. That 
route having the higher benefit-cost ratio is deemed preferable on economic grounds. 


The body of the presentation is in the following order: 


1. Review of first costs of alternative routes 
Review of annual charges of alternative routes 

3. Review of annual benefits of alternative routes 

4. Review of benefit-cost ratios of alternative routes 


5. Conclusions 
0. REVIEW OF FIRST COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 


1. VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


a. Inshore channel excavation. In the report of H. K. Bovay, Jr., Consulting Engi- 
neers, “Review of Estimates of Construction and Maintenance Costs as shown in ‘Survey 
of Freshwater Bayou and Vicinity, Louisiana’” (hereinafter referred to as “Bovay”), 
Appendix II, Sheet 1, it is calculated that the inshore channel excavation required is 
953,000 cu. yds., rather than 896,000 cu. yds. reported in Survey, Appendix A, Sheet 5. 
At a cost of $0.20 per cu. yd., the inshore excavation cost is therefore estimated by Bovay 
to be $190,600, as compared to the Survey estimate of $179,200. Bovay’s detailed calcula- 
tion will be used below. 


b. Offshore excavation yardage. It is noted in Bovay that the Survey does not 
ake a distinction between channel excavation in Vermilion Bay and channel excavation 
in the Gulf of Mexico (Bovay, p. 2). Bovay makes this distinction, and using depths of 
water shown on the most recent U. S. C. & G. S. chart, caleulates the excavation re- 
quired for the specified channel in Vermilion Bay to be 2,253,000 cu. yds., and the exca- 
vation required for the specified channel from Southwest Pass to the 12-foot contour in 
the Gulf to be 2,543,000 cu. yds. (pp. 2-3). The sum of the calculated offshore excava- 
tion comes to 4,796,000 cu. yds., 858,000 cu. yds. less than the Survey estimate, which is 
not detailed, of 5,654,000 cu. yds. (See Survey, Appendix A, Sheet 5.) 


c. Unit costs of excavation offshore. The Survey uses a uniform unit cost of $0.60 
per cu. yd. for excavation both in Vermilion Bay and in the Gulf. While this figure is deemed 
acceptable for dredging in Gulf waters, Bovay estimates a lower cost for dredging in the 
Bay. The estimate, supported by cost figures from recent projects of a similar nature, 
isa range of $0.20 to $0.30 per cu. yd. (Bovay, pp. 3-4). The higher figure, $0.30 per 
cu. yd., will be used in the calculations below. 


d. Cost of excavation offshore. Bovay’s calculations of excavation yardage and 
costs per unit result in a reduction of estimated excavation costs, exclusive of contingen- 
cies, engineering and supervision, in the amount of $1,179,300, explained as follows: (See 
Bovay, pp. 4-5 and Appendix IT, Sheet 1.) 


Survey estimate: 


Inshore excavation, 896,000 cu. yds. GW $0.20...... $ 179,200 

Offshore excavation, 5,654,000 cu. yds. @ $0.60.... 3,392,400 
WOU es ts. ci2dense saeasnenes $3,571,600 

Bovay estimate: 

Inshore excavation, 953,000 cu. yds. @ $0.20....... $ 190,600 

Excav. in Vermilion Bay, 2,253,000 cu. yds. @ $0.30 675,900 

Excav. in Gulf, 2,543,000 cu. yds. @ $0.60. ......... 1,525,800 
OMEN bios SyckueRscanewuns $2,392,300 


Difference in totals: $1,179,300 


eres 
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e. Elimination of jetties. On the basis of a review of existing navigation channels 
crossing bays along the Gulf Coast, Bovay (pp. 6-7) indicates that the cost of jetties 
could be eliminated from the estimated first costs of the Vermilion Bay Route. Exely. 
sive of contingencies, engineering and supervision, such elimination would reduce first 
costs by $1,576,500. 


f. Right-of-way costs. The Survey indicates the necessity for 1,115 acres of right-of 
way, 115 acres for dredging and 1,000 acres for spoil area (Appendix A, Sheet 5). This 
is not explained. Allowing for the existing canal and associated right-of-way along the 
inshore portion of the Vermilion Bay Route, Bovay estimates the necessity for only 8 
acres for dredging and 425 acres for spoil area. (See Bovay, p. 8 and Appendix II, Sheet 
1.) The Survey allows $20 per acre for cost of dredging right-of-way and $12 per aere 
for cost of spoil area right-of-way. This difference is not explained. If former owners 
are to be deprived of access to and use of the spoil area, then the sacrifice to them is 
the same for the spoil area as for the dredging area and there is no basis for a distine 
tion in price. Moreover, the cost of the land as estimated by the Survey appears too 
low in the light of existing values. Records in the Vermilion Parish Court House 
(source: J. M. Hebert, Vice President and General Manager, Vermilion Corporation) 
show that in June, 1955, the State of Louisiana sold to individuals 4,339.86 acres of 
marshland similar to that which would be condemned for the canal right-of-way, lo 
cated north and east of Pecan Island. The land was divided into 45 parcels and sold 
ex-minerals. The prices received ranged from $10 to $64 per acre and averaged $31.06 
per acre. It is reasonable to believe that now, four years later, the same lands would 
bring higher prices. Accordingly, a price of $30 per acre for the canal right-of-way 
would seem quite conservative. 


It may be pointed out that $30 per acre, ex-minerals of course, implies a net rental 
value of $1.50 per year discounted at 5 per cent. The MclIlhenny Estate, whose lands 
would be affected by the proposed canal via the Freshwater Bayou Route, has a lease 
with the Baroid Mud Company at $1.50 per acre for hunting rights only. (Source: Me- 
Ilhenny Estate) In the 1959-60 hunting season, the Vermilion Corporation (J. M. Hebert) 
anticipates about $35,000 of revenues from hunting permits covering 52,000 acres of 
marshland, or $0.67 per acre; this despite the fact that this source of revenue is only 
in the early stages of development. Additional rental values come from cattle grazing. 
Thus the McIlhenny Estate (same source) currently receives $6,600 in grazing rentals 
covering 14,300 acres, or $0.46 per acre. In the past twelve seasons, the Mcllhenny 
Kistate (same source) has derived an average of $10,800 in trapping revenues from the 
same 14,300 acres, or $0.76 per acre, of which perhaps one-half is attributable to land 
and the other half to labor and other costs. In the same period the Vermilion Corpora- 
tion (J. M. Hebert) has realized an average annual gross of $84,300 in trapping reve- 
nues from 118,000 acres, or $0.71 per acre. Revenue from rental of rice producing land 
is another actual and potential source of land value in the area. Agriculture is as yet 
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in 1959, the Vermilion Corporation (J. M. Hebert) received a net rental of $3,500, or 
$12.80 per acre. While only a small percentage of the marshlands are reclaimable for 
rice production purposes, the high rental value per acre from reclaimed lands adds 
significantly to the average annual rental value of the marshlands in general. 


The above observations suggest a reasonable range of annual rental values of the 
lands to be condemned for right-of-way as follows: (The per-acre estimated rental is for 
marshlands in general, lumping together agricultural, grazing, hunting and trapping 
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lands. In most instances, of course, hunting and trapping are complementary uses, and 
grazing may be complementary with hunting and trapping.) 





Range 
Hunting permits ........ $0.75-1.50 per acre. 
Grazing permits ........ 0.40-0.60 ” ” 
Trapping rental ........ 0.30-0.40 ” ” 
Agricultural rental ..... 0.05-0.10 ” ” 
ROP Savedesre couse $1.50-260 ” ” 


Discounting these estimated annual net rentals at 5 per cent, a range of $30-52 per acre 
is suggested for the land values. This, coupled with the record of sales prices cited 
above, indicates that $30 per acre would be conservative. 


The Survey does not explain whether mineral rights would be involved in condem- 
ning the right-of-way acreage. If present owners should have to part with mineral rights, 
the price per acre would of course be much higher than $30 per acre. Existing mineral 
leases on Vermilion Corporation (J. M. Hebert) property yield $10 per acre per annum. 
In any case, it will be assumed that the Survey contemplates retention of mineral rights 
by existing owners in the lands purchased for canal right-of-way. 


Using Bovay estimates of required right-of-way acreage and a uniform price of $30 
per acre, the estimated right-of-way cost becomes $15,300 ($30 x 510 a.). This compares 
with $14,300 in the Survey estimate. 


g. Summary of estimated changes in first costs. The above considerations lead to 
the following changes in estimated first costs of the proposed Vermilion Bay Route: 





Item Change in first cost 
Inshore chanel GXcAWALION: «.. <2 <c66sccscaccecessecce +$ 11,400 
Offshore channel excavation .........0.s.ccccccscesesecs — 1,190,700 
Rime eee: GE PAI. &. davascrecace Peres wehiawcneeens — 1,576,500 
ENE-E WRY CONE 5k needa Ree ets EKER AS f- 1,000 
ORG UNI S55 5's aca ccanees ce dwenus waeee anes —$2,754,800 
Contingencies, engineering and supervision, 26.684%..... - 735,100 
POUNCE “OE CER 5 ois 5 Fo Soc Peewee xs -$3,489,900 


The Survey (Appendix A, Sheet 5) indicates a total first cost for the Vermilion Bay 
Route of $6,600,900. The above reductions would bring the first cost of this route down 
to $3,111,000. Exhibit I below gives a comparison of Survey estimates of first cost and 

{ estimates of first cost as revised in the light of the considerations discussed in para- 
graphs 1 (a) through 1 (f) above. 


44845 O--60-—pt. 3———-45 
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EXHIBIT I 


VERMILION BAY ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF FIRST COST ESTIMATES 


Item Survey Revised* 








Channel excavation 





PPR. 4c oa wies'an Gre ee hin od a ew ca es eee aes $ 179,200 $ 190,60 

ESC ee eer er ee Te cate 3,392,400 2,201,700 
MRAM os occ o seiocececeses a io Sask el ea ae SUI Commune enters 1,576,500 _ 

OORT oisd. 5 oc os cress eR S Sen woe HES Hie D AR ARS 14,300 15,300 

PION Sas Vb aitsen ca eke pine tg tel nae aa seen $5,162,400 $2,407,600 

OR GCINNOR BUC, LOSE AO 6.065 po 5.05 sks 4d wea ee ee ES 1,377,500 642,400 

MAL MINS: 6 i555 5255 Ki Kenwmenesnnaeti san) eaRae ROD 20,000 20,000 

POM EIOD CURE © oo oko oon ead 5 SON Tia eA See 40,900 40,900 

OI a i eae wale ih ee eral $6,600,800 $3,110,900 

ROUMNAIES CUSIPODRNEY 6.6 5:6 ccidnciasexigensass 100 100 

PRU OSUES, Bigies Serica setnaimne gene tees $6,600,900 $3,111,000 


* Differs from Bovay, p. 8, due to use of uniform $30 per acre right-of-way cost, as compared with Bovay’s $) 
per acre for dredging and $15 per acre for spoil area. 


C. REVIEW OF FIRST COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES, Cont'd. 


2. FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 


a. Offshore excavation. The Survey (Appendix A, Sheet I) estimates required off- 
shore exeavation to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf to be 575,000 cu. yds. Using depths 
indicated on the latest U. 8. C. & G. S. chart, Bovay (Appendix II, Sheet 6) calculates 
the offshore excavation required to be 830,000 cu. yds. At a unit cost of $0.60 per cu 
yd., the same as that used by Survey, Bovay’s estimated cost of offshore excavation 
comes to $498,000, $153,000 more than the Survey estitnate. Since the latter is not de 
tailed, the estimate by Bovay will be used in the diseussion to follow. 


b. Jetties to 6-foot contour. The Survey (loc. cit.) indicates 117,000 tons of stone 
required for jetties to the 6-foot contour in the Gulf. This is not explained. Using the 
specifications in Survey, Plate 2, and depths as shown on the latest U.S. C. & G. S. chart, 
Bovay calculates a somewhat larger required tonnage of stone. The caleulations, which! 
are detailed in Bovay, Appendix II, Sheet 7, lead to an estimate of 167,600 tons, includ 
ing a one-foot layer of stone over the area of the fascine mattress outside the base of the 
jetties. However, Bovay assumes a width of the fascine mattress of 100 feet, while the 
section shown in Survey, Plate 2, indicates a width of 90 feet. If the 90-foot width is 
used, the tonnage required becomes 158,800. (See Bovay, Appendix II, Sheet 7, for de 
tail of tonnage calculation. Total area of fascine mat. is given as 800,000 sq. ft. and the 
area of the base of the jetties as 300,000 sq. ft. Reducing mattress width from 100 to 
#0 feet cuts the area of the fascine mat to 720,000 sy. ft. therefore reducing the area 
outside the jetty base from 500,000 sq. ft. t6 420,000 sq. ft. Assuming a one-foot depth 
of stone, this reduces the cubie yardage by 4,400 cu. yds. and the tonnage by 8,800 tons.) 
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Using the revised tonnage estimate of 158,800 and the unit cost of $12.50, the estimated 
cost of the jetties, exclusive of fascine mat and the percentage add-on for contingencies, 
ete., becomes $1,985,000, compared to the Survey estimate of $1,463,000. 


The Survey estimate of the area of the fascine mat required is not explained. How- 
ever, with a 4,000-foot length and a 90-foot width, two jetties would require a mat of 
720,000 sq. ft. area. With 100 sq. ft. to the “square” and a unit cost of $80 (See Sur- 
vey, Appendix A, Sheet 1), the cost of the required mat would be $576,000 instead of the 
Survey estimate of $290,000. 


It is noted by Bovay, p. 13, that soil conditions in the vicinity of the mouth of Fresh- 
water Bayou may be such as to increase costs of jetty construction above the normal 
level. If so, the above revised figures may not be large enough. However, they will be 
used below. 


c. Extension of jetties to 12-foot contour. In his “Report on the Problem of Main- 
taining an Entrance Channel to Proposed Freshwater Bayou” of June 8, 1959, Dr. Rich- 
ard J. Russell, distinguished geologist and authority on coastal changes on the South 
Louisiana Gulf, gives overwhelming evidence that the area in the vicinity of the proposed 
canal outlet to the Gulf is highly subject to the accumulation of sediment. Dr. Russell 
flatly contradicts (pp. 1-2) the Survey conclusion, based on a 1948 report, that mainte- 
nance of an entrance channel near Freshwater Bayou would not be greatly influenced by 
shoreline accretion. (See Survey, p. 13.) Dr. Russell cities his own investigations and 
anumber of other authorities, whose investigations are reported in the years 1953 through 
1957 and thus are considerably more recent than the investigation cited in Survey, to 
show that shoreline accretion is occurring in the subject region at a rapid rate. (Rus- 
sell, op. cit., pp. 2-15.) Dr. Russell concludes (p. 24) that: 


Jetties in the vicinity of the mouth of Freshwater Bayou would immediately be over- 
whelmed by sedimentary materials . . . From the standpoint of maintaining a canal 
entrance the accretion would introduce serious maintenance problems at high cost. 
If a 12-foot channel were maintained, the jetties would have to extend far beyond a 
12-foot depth of the gulf bottom. Jetties to only a 6-foot depth would develop a 
shoal or island at the canal entrance in a short time. An unjettied entrance would 


require practically uninterrupted dredging to maintain a channel across the rapidly 
growing mudflat. 


On the basis of Dr. Russell’s report, it seems doubtful that even a pair of jetties 
to the 12-foot contour would cope with the accretion problem. He would seem to re- 
gard such jetties as the minimum control device. Assuming he is correct, the first cost 
of the Freshwater Bayou Route may reasonably be increased by the cost of the neces- 
sary structures to provide this minimum control. Bovay (Appendix IT, Sheet 7) caleu- 
lates the necessary stone tonnage for extension of the jetties proper from the 6-foot 
contour to the 12-foot contour to be 584,000. The length of the extension required is 8,000 
feet. Assuming a width of fascine mat of 90 feet, the area required for two jetties would 
be 1,440,000 sq. ft. The area of the base of the jetties being 880,000 sq. ft. (Bovay, loe. 
cit.), the outside area of the mat is 560,000 sq. ft., requiring an additional 41,400 tons 
of stone to cover the mat one foot in depth. The total additional tonnage, 625,400, at 
a unit cost of $12.50 would amount to an additional cost of $7,817,500. The fascine mat 
cost, 14,400 squares @ $80, would come to $1,152,000 more. The total cost of the jetty 
extension, exclusive of contingencies, engineering and supervision, would therefore be 
$8,969,500. 


d. Cost of proposed lock. Bovay (p. 11) agrees with the Survey estimates of first 
cost of the proposed lock structure, considering only design and materials, on the Fresh- 
water Bayou Route. However, Bovay notes the adverse soil conditions in the area of 
the proposed lock and questions the adequacy of the piling proposed. A question is 
also raised concerning the Survey’s failure to indicate the nature of the material pro- 
posed for levee construction, and, assuming local material would be used, failure to con- 
sider the problem of levee shrinkage (Bovay, p. 11). In view of these questions, the 
Survey estimates will be used below as extremely conservative figures. 
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e. Pipeline relocations. The Survey apparently considers it unnecessary to allow 
for removal of the 14-inch Olin Gas Line which is located 30 to 50 feet west of the west 
bank of the proposed canal. Citing authoritative evidence, Bovay (pp. 10-10a) indicates 
that heavy bank erosion would occur in the proposed canal, very quickly exposing and 
necessitating removal of the Olin Gas Line. Its length is 10.5 miles along the proposed 
canal route. At a cost of $14.00 per lineal foot, removal would add $775,000 to the first 
cost of the Freshwater Bayou Route. 


f. Right-of-way cost. The Survey (Appendix A, Sheet 1) indicates a required 
right-of-way of 1,025 acres for dredging and 5,505 acres for spoil disposal area, the for- 
mer acreage costing $20 per acre and the latter $12 per acre. Even assuming conserva- 
tively that 1,500 feet would provide ample width for the spoil area, as compared with 
the Survey estimate of 2,250 feet, the acreage required for spoil area would be only 3,670 
acres, Which figure will be used below. For the reasons given above, paragraph 1-f, pp. 
6-8, & reasonable cost per acre of right-of-way is $30, and no distinction should be made 
between dredging and spoil areas. Accordingly, a revised estimate of right-of-way cost 
is $140,800 (4,695 acres x $30), as compared with the Survey estimate of $87,000, 


g. Levees for control of marsh drainage. Bovay (p. 10) points out that the proposed 
channel excavation would remove all of the existing levees along the east side of the 
channel that are necessary to control drainage of the marshes. The proposed plan does 
not indicate any provision for reconstructing and maintaining these levees. Unless they 
are reconstructed, adverse drainage will occur. If they are reconstructed, additional first 
cost would be incurred and additional maintenance cost would be forced upon present 
owners of the adjacent marsh lands. Lacking specific information on the Survey assump- 
tions and intentions, Bovay attempts no specific revision of costs. It will be the assump- 
tion in the pages to follow that inadequate provision would be made for levees and mainte- 
nance, which would add to the problem of adverse drainage and salt water encroachment. 


h. Salt water intrusion. Bovay (pp. 11-12) notes that the Survey lacks supporting 
evidence for its assertion that the proposed lock would “preserve existing water condi- 
tions in the marsh and prevent damage to other areas remote from the proposed water- 
way.” (See Survey, p. 21.) Bovay observes that “the short distance from the proposed 
lock location to the lateral canals and to the center of the marsh area would cause any 
salt water passed by the lock to cause damage.” (Bovay, p. 12.) It is further commented 
by Bovay that the Survey apparently ignores the problem of salt water intrusion and 
adverse drainage which would be associated with the connection of the project at the 
northern end with Vermilion Bay. On this point R. K. Yancey and Leslie L. Glasgow, 
game management experts who are intimately familiar with the region, comment at some 
length in their report, “Economie Wildlife Evaluation of Canal Routes,” July, 1959, pp. 
2-4. They point out that the efficiency of water flow into and out of the marshes through 
their connection with Vermilion Bay at the northern end would be greatly increased by 
the proposed canal. Consequently, there would be alternating drainage and flooding of 
the marshes with salt water. In the light of these considerations, Bovay suggests that 
another lock at the northern end of the proposed canal might well be required. Since 
Survey has made no study of this possible need and associated costs, Bovay attempts no 
estimate of the additions to first costs that would be involved. Accordingly, it will be the 
assumption in the following discussion that inadequate provision for controlling drainage 
and salt water intrusion would be made, and that annual charges in the form of income 
losses would be imposed upon adjacent land owners. 
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i. Summary of estimated changes in first costs. The above considerations lead to 
the following changes in estimated first costs of the proposed Freshwater Bayou Route: 





Change in 
Item first cost 
CRRA ORONUIUIIN «5 5:05.69 seSy cecedenceileesees +$ 153,000 
Jetties to 6-foot contour 
UCR TRON 85 iene isNieses saci daeedun ees + 522,000 
RNC ME he once ceh Seed ita cee hese ons eces + 286,000 
Jetties from 6-foot to 12-foot contour 
SOUOD QIONOP oo echoed a cewek BWCR eee eS + 7,817,500 
WOM TENE Ss c5ndd ees heels ic ilaswase Ceenetens + 1,152,000 
peoention Of Ow Gan Bane. ciao iiiisscceccewswss ccdeas + 775,000 
PUNTO WR occ 925 Streicd va cP Oke eon we ete mamaneten + 53,800 
NOU CNING: fe bead i Rasy Se secauew eae ++$10,759,300 
Contingencies, engineering and supervision, 26.6849 .. -+- 2,871,000 
Acvasted Neb CHAGRG oa sos vecciicvnsdeses +$13,630,300 


The Survey (Appendix A, Sheet 1) indicates a total first cost of the Freshwater Bayou 
Route of $7,669,900. The above increases would bring the first cost of this route up to 
$21,300,200. Exhibit IT below gives a comparison of Survey estimates of first cost and 
estimates of first cost as revised in the light of the considerations discussed in para- 
graphs 2(a) through 2(h) above. It is emphasized that the revised estimates almost in- 
evitably will be further increased in consideration of paragraphs 2(d), 2(g) and 2(h) 
above, although precise estimates of such increases have not been included in the compu- 
tations of this report. 
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EXHIBIT II 


FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF FIRST COST ESTIMATES 
Item Survey Revised 
Channel excavation 
PEs Gritind hn Kees cusciaateb nes wae emeeNen $ 1,668,000 $ 1,668,000 
PE 55.5.5 Sina ado snc G's wines ale ees opamp eats 345,000 498,000 


Jetties to 6-foot contour 


NE a ny ashe sheet soiree ete Ose Aw hentou ree 1,463,000 1,985,000 
PEMD ocsrdcrds pk iecieee conan Clea arya 290,000 576,000 
Jetties from 6-foot to 12-foot contour 
PN Stasis as nw ER Scns Sawa TAOw Ne aeeieeee «| eee 7,817,500 
PRIN ok. s kG. SS ESAS HC eRGR ARSE MEO RO ER OMSEeS “BE AEES 1,152,000 
BRR A Sac ce nce eee at sleulh as nck ae eeat DIS bbe eue ree 2,102,000 2,102,000 
Pipeline relocations 
LO ON MINES asdidid wine bade «HORE aa T RAED eR 27,000 27,000 
fF GL GUID 4 gin ces ck ase pe etd ceded ea Sees eee e RS 23,000 23,000 
bE i I (OI) os doi accesecsdeiceseessas Cbeedis 775,000 
PO a. dc case dead sauces ebenawedsabiee ian 87,000 140,800 
NE cea arkslasaaercumererewny $ 6,005,000 $16,764,300 
CombiONRON,; GIG DEON 0O 6.oc kbc ckccescieucseesaies 1,602,400 4,473,400 
WURNEINNMMLONID fos pr cn cect osc Sd eee aResecceeet Kens 20,000 20,000 
PRORUMTIEAUIOR GURNEE. oos.6 8 656 o.k nc ciseinees bcewcis dive 40,900 40,900 
RS op. wsin ce tGiaab-cuvnt washer eereass $ 7,668,300 $21,298,600 
Rounding discrepancy .................. 1,600 1,600 
PSRAGO COMED oss oeis.c5 cine seeaceeadaseue $ 7,669,900 $21,300,200 


D. REVIEW OF ANNUAL CHARGES OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 
1. VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


a. Interest and amortization charges. The Survey employs a rate of interest of 2.5 
per cent per annum in computing annual interest charges and contribution to sinking 
fund necessary to amortize first costs over the estimated life of the project of 50 years. 
The use of this rate of interest is quite unrealistic. The only extended period in this 
country’s modern history when long-term government securities have vielded such low 
rates was from 1939 to 1950. (See Board of Ciovernors, Federal Reserve System, 
“Federal Reserve Chart Book on Financial and Business Statistics, Historical Supple- 
ment,” September, 1958, pp. 38-39.) Rates were depressed by slack economic conditions 
in 1939-1940, and after the entrance of this country into World War II; rates were 
held down through active support of government bond prices by the Federal Reserve 
System. Such support by the System continued until March of 1951. Since then, rates 
on long-term government securities have tended upward, except during brief recessions, 
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and now are well above 4 per cent per annum; indeed, it has been necessary to propose 
to the 1959 Congress the lifting of the present ceiling of 44% per cent on long-term 
government securities so as to enable the Treasury to market long-term securities. Given 
the inflationary presures now present in the economy, and likely to be present into the 
indefinite future, interest rates will probably trend upward over the life of the project 
under discussion. Certainly, an assumed annual interest charge of 4 per cent per annum 
would seem to be a reasonable, conservative figure. 


It is not clear whether the 2.5 per cent rate employed in the Survey is administra- 
tively mandatory upon the Corps of Engineers in appraising construction projects. 
Assuming that it may be, the 2.5 per cent rate will be used below, unreasonable as 
it is. However, interest and amortization charges will be computed at an assumed 4 
per cent rate for comparison purposes, so as to emphasize the low charges computed by 
the Survey method. 


At 2.5 per cent interest, the Survey (Appendix A, Sheet 6) computes an annual 
interest charge of $165,100 and an annual amortization charge of $67,600 for the Ver- 
nilion Bay Route, these being based upon the Survey first costs of $6,600,900. At 4 per 
ent interest, the corresponding charges would be $264,000 and $43,200 respectively. 


On the basis of revised first cost estimates of $3,111,000 (see Exhibit I, above) and 
at 2.5 per cent interest, the computed annual interest charge for the Vermilion Bay 
Route is $77,800 and the annual] amortization charge is $31,900. At 4 per cent interest, 
the corresponding charges would be $124,000 and $20,400 respectively. 


b. Jetty maintenance charges. The Survey allows $5,500 per year for jetty main- 
tenance costs. In the revised first cost estimates, the cost of jetties was eliminated from 
the total. Accordingly, this annual maintenance cost is eliminated from the revised esti- 
wate of annual charges for the Vermilion Bay Route. 


c. Other annual charges. Other annual charges for the Vermilion Bay Route are 
left unchanged in the present revision. 


d. Summary of changes in estimated annual charges. In the light of the considera- 
tions discussed in paragraphs 1(a) through 1(¢) immediately above, the following changes 
are indicated in annual charges for the Vermilion Bay Route: 





Item Change in annual charges 
SURG GS Bee ckceee Satixvneds nxt sede knees —$ 87,300 
Amortization @ 2.5% interest 6.06.6. .66 kcicis cessaccs - 35,700 
POUEG TIO 5025 kB 5.6 kk s Wee ear dl ads wu ua damaged — 5,500 

FOO GN sic os cde Tanto we dedseaaaadeeen teeter — $128,500 


| The Survey indicates total annual charges for the Vermilion Bay Route of $353,700. (See 


Survey, Appendix A, Sheet 6.) The above changes would bring down this estimate to 
$225,200. Exhibit III below gives a comparison of Survey estimates of annual charges 
and estimates of annual charges as revised in the light of the discussion in paragraphs 
l(a) through 1(c) of this section. Annual interest and amortization charges computed 
ata 4 per cent per annum rate are shown in parentheses. 
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EXHIBIT III 


VERMILION BAY ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF ANNUAL CHARGES ESTIMATES 


Item Survey Revised 
DURE END OSes: 05/0562). ob inci hard ems a wees e $165,100 $ 77,800 
CREO P OSE TAT D. fois is cis oe sisce wy nwiavepieles ( 264,000) ( 124,400) 
Arnortisation (OD 2.976. IWibe..0.00.0i0e s0008a0ae 67,600 31,900 
(Amortization @ 4% int.) ..........06. ( 43,200) (20,400) 

SOTLY: WUNIINGHANOE ccs occ bis ein dscee ceaes 5,500 

Channel MAiMtenSNee «........ crcceeeccucsee 112,500 112,500 
Maint. of navigation AIS ... 2.2.6 6esosccevs 3,000 3,000 
DON GO E06 SMe. Sika e wack eewss $353,700 $225,200 
(Total @ 4% int.) .............. ($428,200) ($260,300) 


D. REVIEW OF ANNUAL CHARGES OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES, cont'd. 
2. Freshwater Bayou Route 


a. Interest and amortization charges. The observations about the appropriateness 
of a 2.5 per eent rate of interest made in paragraph 1(a) above also apply here, of 
course. In any case, at 2.5 per cent interest, the Survey (Appendix A, Sheet 4) com- 
putes an annual interest charge of $191,000 and an annual amortization charge of $79,000 
for the Freshwater Bayou Route, these being based upon the Survey first costs of 
$7,669,900. At 4 per cent interest, the corresponding charges would be $306,800 and 
$50,200 respectively. 


On the basis of revised first cost estimates of $21,300,200 (see Exhibit II, above) and 
at 2.5 per cent interest, the computed annual interest charge for the Freshwater Bayou 
Route is $532,500, and the annual amortization charge is $218,500. At 4 per cent inter- 
est, the corresponding charges would be $852,000 and $139,500 respectively. 


b. Channel maintenance. The Survey (/oc. cit.) allows $50,000 for annual channel 
maintenance costs. Apparently this is based upon the optimistic appraisal of the pros- 
pect of bank erosion and channel siltation. (See Survey, p. lla.) Bovay (pp. 10-11) cites 
authoritative evidence that bank erosion would be more serious than contemplated in 
Survey and estimates that inshore channel maintenance alone would cost $24,000 per 
vear. Dr. Russell’s report (see pp. 12-13, above) suggests that even jetties to the 12-foot 
contour in the Gulf would not eliminate a serious siltation problem at the mouth of the 
proposed channel. Accordingly, a figure of $100,000 will be used as a working estimate of 
annual channel maintenance charges for the Freshwater Bayou Route. 


c. Jetty maintenance. It has been assumed in the revision of first cost estimates 
that jetties would have to be extended from the 6-foot contour to the 12-foot contour 
in the Gulf. As explained, this would triple the length of the jetties, increasing the 
figure from 4,000 feet to 12,000 feet. (See Bovay, Appendix II, Sheet 7.) Due to increas- 
ing depth and the greater volume of stone required per foot of extension seaward, jetty 
maintenance costs would probably be more than tripled by the extension. However, as 
a conservative estimate the Survey figure of $10,000 per year will be tripled for use 
in the discussion to follow. The revised estimate is thus $30,000 per year. 


d. Other maintenance and operating costs. No revision is suggested for the Survey 
estimates of annual charges for maintenance and operation of the lock and maintenance 
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of navigational aids. However, attention once again is invited to the questions raised 
by Bovay (see p. 14, above) concerning soil conditions in the area of the lock and the 
problem of levee shrinkage. 


e. Income loss in the area from possible adverse drainage and salt water intrusion. 
As noted earlier (pp. 15-16, above), there appears to be inadequate assurance that the 
structures contemplated in Survey would avert damage to the surrounding marshlands 
from adverse drainage and salt water intrusion. Particular concern is expressed by 
Bovay and by Yancey and Glasgow, op. cit., over the likelihood of permanent widespread 
damage from these sources originating with the connection of the proposed project 
with Vermilion Bay waters. Assuming these expert opinions are valid, one major cost 
of the Freshwater Bayou Route would be the annual loss of income from about 90,000 
acres (see Survey, pp. 22a) of surrounding lands. 


The area is principally uninhabited marsh. As such, it is an ideal habitat for fur 
hearing animals, migratory fowl and other wildlife. Some areas are suitable for cattle 
grazing, an economic activity which has not yet been developed to its full potential. Some 
of the land is suitable for rice culture, but the potential development for this purpose is 
barely scratched. Recreational hunting is already an important activity in the area and 
will grow in importance in the years ahead. Finally, the exploration for and production 
of oil and gas is a most important industry in the area surrounding the proposed canal. 
All of these would be adversely affected by salt water intrusion, adverse drainage or 
simply widely fluctuating water levels, although the oil and gas industry probably would 
suffer relatively little loss of income. The principal losses would stem from destruetion 
of the wildlife habitat, hence the wildlife values annually produced. In the immediately 
following paragraphs, the possible income losses will be itemized and explained. 


e-1. Loss of waterfowl values. Yancey and Glasgow, op. cit., pp. 5-18, exhaustively 
discuss the present waterfowl and other wildlife (except fur bearing) values produced in 
the region and the probable losses which would result from the canal via the Freshwater 
Bayou Route. They conelude (op. cit., p. 21) that 104,200 acres of marsh would be 
adversely affected by the canal, with resultant losses of wildlife values amounting to 
$377,900 per year. Their estimates are based on established methods of wildlife census 
and economic evaluation. About $340,000 of the above annual loss would be accounted 
for by ducks. In interpreting these figures, it should be remembered that migratory 
games values produced in this region are “harvested” over a broad area of the United 
States and not simply in the region itself. Even so, hunting expenditures in the area 
(and therefore presumed recreational income in the area) is already very considerable. 
The Bayou Corporation (source: Donohue and Poche, Certified Public Accountants, 
Abbeville, La.) leases from the Vermilion Corporation a limited acreage at $6,250 per 
year for recreational hunting, and members of the Bayou Corporation currently spend 
over $8,000 per year for food, ammunition, ete. in connection with such hunting. Ver- 
milion Corporation anticipates (J. M. Hebert) up to $35,000 income from hunting 
permits in the 1959-1960 season, which might reasonably represent $70,000 of recrea- 
tional expenditure in the area. It is estimated (J. M. Hebert) that the Vermilion Corpo- 
ration could support 400 man-days of hunting, as compared to 265 man-days in the most 
recent season. As previously noted (p. 7, above), the MeIlhenny estate likewise has 
substantial income from hunting permits. All told, it is not unreasonable to assert that 
the income losses in the region itself from adverse effects on waterfowl would currently 
amount to $100,000 per year. What counts in a project of this nature, of course, is 
the total income loss affecting all of the country, which, to repeat, is estimated by 
Yancey and Glasgow to be $377,900 per year. This latter figure will be used below. 


e-2. Loss of furs and related values. Mr. Ted O’Neil, Chief of Furs Division, 
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, and J. M. Hebert, Vice President and Gen- 
eral Manager of Vermilion Corporation, have evaluated the possible loss of furs and 
related values in the region affected hy the proposed canal in his report, “Annual Wild- 
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life Values per Acre in Vicinity Freshwater Bayou Project, Vermilion Parish, Louisi- 
ana.” Using known production rates and average prices over an assumed 17-year cycle 
of fur prices, they estimate the value of furs and related values taken at a 60 per cent 
harvest efficiency to be $131,400 per year on the 90,000 acres which would be adversely 
affected by the canal via the Freshwater Bayou Route. Yancey and Glasgow (op. cit.) 
estimated that some 62 per cent of the present annual value of waterfowl would be lost 
from 104,200 acres affected, presumably because not all of the acreage would be ren- 
dered wholly unproductive. Using a similar adjustment factor and allowing for the 
smaller acreage used in the O’Neil-Hebert estimate, it is reasonable to estimate that about 
80 per cent of the annual production of furs and related values would be lost (.62 x 
104,000/90,000 = .79). If so, the annual loss would amount to approximately $105,000, 
which figure will be used below. 


e-3. Loss of rice potential. There is currently no rice production within the 90,000 
acres which would be adversely affected by the proposed canal. However, it is estimated 
(J. M. Hebert) that there are 3,600 acres of potential rice land within the area. Cur- 
rently Vermilion Corporation receives (J. M. Hebert) $12.80 per acre as a one-sixth 
share rental on 273 acres of existing rice lands near but outside the area. This implies 
a value of rice production of $76.80 per acre. Applied to the 3,600 acres above, this 
indicates a potential annual value of rice production of $276,500 in the area. Assuming 
one-half of this value would be chargeable to development expense (which would not 
be incurred if the canal project is carried out and proves damaging) and one-fourth of 
the remainder is chargeable to machinery, fuel and other inputs purchased outside the 
area, then the potential income loss in the area would be $103,600 per year. This estimate 
will be used below. 


e-4. Loss of grazing income. Currently, about 3,400 head of cattle are grazing in 
lands which would be affected adversely by the proposed canal. (Source: Mellhenny 
istate and J. M. Hebert) The potential is estimated (J. M. Hebert) to be 5,200 head. 
One grazor is reported (J. M. Hebert) to sell annually $14.60 worth of beef per head 
grazed. Applying this figure to the 5,200 head potential, there results an estimated 
annual potential value of beef production of $75,900 in the area. Allowing one-fourth 
of this as chargeable to purchases of inputs outside the area, the annual potential income 
loss in the area is $56,900. Unlike the cases of waterfowl] and fur bearing animals, there 
is no way to know just how and to what degree the net effects of adverse drainage, salt 
water intrusion and fluctuating water levels would act upon grazing. Perhaps there 
would be no net income loss; perhaps the whole would be lost. As an arbitrary estimate, 
one-half of the $56,900 figure, $28,400, will be used below. 


f. Addititonal costs imposed on existing land owners. The mere existence of the 
proposed canal passing through and dividing private property on which valuable eco- 
nomic activity is carried on will impose additional costs upon present land owners and 
their tenants. These will now be itemized and explained. 


f-1. Patrolling cost. The construction of the proposed canal would provide ready 
access from the Gulf to private property. This would greatly facilitate poaching and 
other unlawful trespass. In order to protect wildlife, cattle and other values, existing 
owners would have to employ wardens to patrol the area. The cost estimated (J. M. 
Hebert) to he necessary for this purpose is as follows: 


Item Cost per year 
3 wardens @ $240 per mo. ............... $ 8,640 
DOR HNN TIOUOLE ioc bc ebacacccae dives 1,000 
BORG RIM IIANGO ei. 65.5 iso URS 500 


SNS PINRE SUNN AVN iccsc'e:wcaci sao eases wa ae ae 2,590 
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The figure $12,700 will be used below. 


f-2. Cattle ferrying. The necessary movements of cattle during the season would 
require crossing the canal with the cattle about four times per year at an estimated cost of 
between $1.00 and $1.50 per head per year, not including labor. For reasons already indi- 
cated, it is impossible to know just how many cattle would be affected, for this would 
depend upon the nature and extent of damage done to grazing lands. However, the number 
now grazing in the area which would involve the crossings is 1,200 (J. M. Hebert), 
suggesting a possible annual cost of $1,800 which will be used. 


f-3. Additional drilling costs. It is assumed that mineral rights would be unaf- 
fected by purchase of the right-of-way for the proposed canal. However, drillers would 
have to drill directional wells to gain access to formations lying beneath the right-of-way. 
Atan average depth of 12,000 feet and a bottom 1,000 feet from the surface location, a well 
would cost approximately $25,000 more than a vertical well and would require about $800 
per year additional operating expense. (Source: I. Mellhenny on advice of major oil 
company) It has been assumed above that the right-of-way that would be appropriate 
would be 2,000 feet wide, 500 feet for the channel and 1,500 feet for spoil area. The 
acreage would be 4,695 acres. (See above, p. 15.) Now assume that 3.5 per cent of this 
area becomes productive of oil and/or gas (164 acres), and that 65 per cent of this acre- 
age is productive of gas (107 acres) and the remainder productive of oil (57 acres) ; 
assume further a spacing of gas wells at the rate of one per 320 acres and of oil wells 
at the rate of one per 40 acres. (See Survey, Appendix D-1.) There would result, then, 
about 1.8 productive wells in the right-of-way area. Assuming a success ratio of 75 per 
cent (see discussion of proper success ratio below, pp. 35-36), there would have to be 
drilled a total of 2.4 wells in the right-of-way area. The additional drilling cost would be 
$60,000, or $1,200 per year of the project. Assuming the wells were spaced evenly over 
the 50 year period, the additional operating costs per vear would be approximately $1,000; 
and the total additional cost would be $2,200 per year. 


f-4, Other additional costs to oil industry. Oil exploration and production activi- 
ties in the area depend upon transportation along existing access canals. Fluctuations in 
water levels in the marshes might seriously interfere with such transportation and add to 
the maintenance costs of access canals. No specific cost will be assigned to this factor, 
however, due to uncertainties involved. 


g. Summary of changes in estimates of annual charges. In the light of the con- 
siderations discussed in paragraphs 2(a) through 2(f) immediately above, the following 
changes are indicated in annual charges for the Freshwater Bayou Route: 


Item Change in annual charges 
Interest @ 2.5% +$ 341,500 
Amortization (@ 2.5% int. t+ 139,500 
Channel maintenance + 50,000 
Jetty maintenance f+ 20,000 


Area income losses 


Waterfowl + 377,900 
Furs + 105,000 
Rice potential + 10,600 
Grazing { 28,400 
Added costs to owners & tenants 
Patrolling cost + 12,700 
Cattle ferrying {- 1,800 
Directional drilling -+ 2,200 


Total +$1,182,600 
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The Survey indicates total annual charges for the Freshwater Bayou Route of $453,000, 
(See Survey, Appendix A, Sheet 4.) The above changes would increase this estimate to 


$1,635,600. The present value of the above income losses discounted at £ 


$17,440,000. Discounted at 4 per cent, it is $13,209,400. 


> per cent is 


Exhibit IV below gives a comparison of Survey estimates of annual charges and esti- 


mates of annual charges as revised in the light of the discussion in paragraphs 2(a) 
through 2(f) of this section. Annual interest and amortization charges computed at a 


4 per cent per annum rate are shown in parentheses. 


EXHIBIT IV 


FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 


COMPARISON OF ANNUAL CHARGES ESTIMATES 


Item 
NU sends ci aw ga Ra apace ae Ras 
(ene rC EtG) cade State eink cde akin nen 
PUAOTBTION GD D076 WES oie cise cnc ssc ope ca ew'eecen 
CAenorention: (2455 Mts): 3 cccscns comegedeeceees 
CURRIE TORINO AROR 555 esos kei 4 2 RRS AOR EES 
PRU AGBMMENENCO? Soc cance teeta deeaeceueheneews 
Lock maintenance and operation .................4: 


Minit: Of MAVINGHONMGIGS.¢ .5.46000:0s0sccnwsdwseeweee 


Income loss to present owners and tenants 

WMUOMINEL Sores ids ce oir p Siero sR rR Nw Rikace aes 
SONS sitio aig 6 vin Bek slosh aio BIE asin Ss Shr ARS NS he 
ENON SOUONUMRNS 5: Soi ai didsicid cslnvne chee t sakees Meese 


RE MIINIS. 5 a20G, sani ca ate ies ok aly eran ew mao aaree 


Added costs to present owners and tenants 


Patrolling cost 


Cattle ferrying 


IPOCUIOUAT TITUIBE 5 ba..6 Kc sede dee edcs esses acenes 
DAM Ce IG nodes ne cacuwan seoiee ane 
CCRT AGS TNE) sce Sixnws sce weade eewce eee 


E. REVIEW OF ANNUAL BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 


1. VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


Survey 


$191,000 
(306,800) 
79,000 
(50,200) 
50,000 
10,000 
120,000 
3,000 


$453,000 
($540,000) 


Revised 
$ 532,500 
(852,000) 
218,500 
(139,500) 
100,000 
30,000 
120,000 
3,000 


377,900 
105,000 
103,600 

28,400 


12,700 
1,800 
2,200 


$1,635,600 
($1,876,100) | 


a. Benefits to offshore oil industry. Of the $461,000 annual benefits estimated by 
the Survey for the Vermilion Bay Route, $374,500 is attributed to offshore operations of 


the oil industry. (See Survey, p. 18a and Appendix D.) These benefits to the oil industry 


are estimated on the basis of the transportation time and distance which would be saved 


in getting men and materials to and from offshore operations. In turn, the estimated sav 


ings are based upon the number of wells, projected for the area which would be affected 
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The Survey estimates of benefits to the oil industry in offshore operations are based on 
the following assumptions: (See Appendix D-1.) 2,880,000 acres in the offshore area to 
vhich the proposed canal would give better access; 3.5 per cent of this area will prove pro- 
juctive of oil and/or gas, this being the record of adjacent inshore areas; 35 per cent of 
the productive area will be productive of oil, the rest of gas; oil wells will be on 40-acre 
spacing, gas wells on 320-acre spacing; the success ratio will be one in four, or 25 per 
cent, meaning that four wells will be drilled for every productive well. These assump- 
tions yield an estimate of an ultimate 1,088 productive wells (883 oil and 205 gas) 
and 4,352 total wells drilled, an average of 87 wells per year for 50 years. 


The Survey estimate of the area affected seems a bit large. Measurements made 
according to the scale on Plate 1A of Survey indicate a width of the affected area of 63 
miles and a depth of 67 miles, which leads to an area of approximately 2,700,000 acres. 
However, the depths of the several offshore lease areas, Mast Cameron, Vermilion, and 
Eugene Island, vary somewhat, and a precise check of the Survey estimate is not possible 
without knowing the exact assumptions employed in that estimate as to the depth of 
State Lease 340. Accordingly, the Survey estimate of 2,880,000 acres will be used below. 


The estimate of productive acreage and the ratio of oil to gas area is speculative, but 
the Survey estimate is not unreasonable. In point of fact, well spacing orders now in 
effect in the area contemplate 160 aeres per gas well, rather than 320. (Source: Louisiana 
State Department of Conservation.) However, the assumed ratio of oil to gas wells (4.31 
to 1) is not unreasonable in view of the actual ratio for the entire offshore area during 
the period 1938-1958 (5.14 to 1) and the low ratio of oil to gas wells in the affected area 
to date. (See Exhibit V, below.) As the Survey itself notes (p. 15), a question remains 
as to the probable ratio of oil to gas wells, since the affected area has so far proved pro- 
ductive mainly of gas. (See also Exhibit V, below.) Nonetheless, the assumed ratio of 
4.31 will be used below. 


The assumed success ratio in the Survey estimate (25%) is grievously in error; 
indeed, it seems to have been inverted. The true success ratio on offshore operations is 
7%, meaning that three out of four wells are successful and one out of four is unsuccess- 
ful. A summary of historical offshore Louisiana drilling data showing this fact is given 
in the following exhibit. 


Beginning with the Survey’s estimate of an ultimate 1,088 productive wells drilled in 
the affected area and using the true success ratio of 77 per cent, the estimated number of 
total wells drilled in the area becomes 1,413. Of this potential, however, some 131 wells 
have already been drilled, 95 in the Vermilion area and 36 in the Kast Cameron area (one- 
half of the total in this area). 


Actually, the Vermilion Bay Route would probably serve as much as a fourth of the 
Eugene Island area, in which 308 wells have already been drilled, and something less 
than half the East Cameron area, depending upon the exact dimensions of the 2,880,000 


; acres used by the Survey. If so, this would add about 60 wells to the total already drilled 
| inthe area. However, the Survey apparently used the same area for calculating the 


benefits for the Vermilion Bay Route as for the Freshwater Bayou Route, and the latter 
probably would not serve any of the Eugene Island area, but would serve approximately 
one-half of the East Cameron area. Accordingly, 131 wells already drilled will be used 
a8 @ very conservative estimate. This leaves 1,282 wells remaining to be drilled in the 
area and with reference to which benefits may be derived from a canal. The figure of 
1,282 is 29.5 per cent of the 4,352 wells estimated by the Survey on the basis of a highly 
etroneous success ratio and without allowance for wells already drilled in the potentially 
productive area offshore. Accordingly, all the alleged benefits from oil operations are 
reduced in the revised estimates of benefits to 29.5 per cent of the Survey estimates. 


For the Vermilion Bay Route, the estimate of oil industry benefits is reduced from 
874,500 per year to $110,500 per year. 
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EXHIBIT V 


LOUISIANA OFFSHORE WELL COMPLETIONS 


1938-1958 
Percent Ratio oil 
Area Type Oil Gas Dry Total productive to gas 

Vermilion i° 2 8 17 27 37 
Dp” 18 38 12 68 82 

All 20 46 29 95 69 0.43 to 1 
East Cameron { 0 8 15 23 35 
D 4 36 9 49 82 

All 4 44 24 72 67 0.09 to 1 
Eugene Island a 8 7 15 30 50 
D 178 34 66 278 76 

All 186 41 81 308 74 4.54 to] 
All other E 38 39 158 235 33 
D 1653 200 385 2238 83 

All 1691 239 543 2473 78 7.08 to 1 
Total offshore q 48 62 205 315 35 
D 1853 308 472 2633 82 

All 1901 370 677 2948 77 5.14 to] 





* Exploratory or ‘‘wildcat’’ wells 
** Development or ‘‘field’’ wells 


Source: Louisiana State Department of Conservation. See Appendix I to this report for 
detailed tabulation. 


It should be emphasized that the 1,282 wells assumed in the revision of benefits 
is generously large, partly because it now appears that the affected area will not be very 
productive of oil as compared to gas. In addition, the present trend, which must inevi- 
tably be accentuated in future, is toward wider spacing of wells so as to reduce unit costs 
of development and production. The very high costs of offshore operations, combined 
with increasing competitive pressures on oil prices, provide strong incentive for wider 
spacing in future. Present close spacing is due mainly to the system of per-well allow- 


ables, which provides incentive to drill unnecessary wells, as contrasted with a per-acre 


or per-unit-of-volume-of-productive-sands system of allowables. Moreover, the Survey 
estimates of benefits do not allow for any technical improvements over the next 50 years 
in transportation and systems of drilling. 


The Survey notes the relative lack of oil industry activity in the area to be served 
by a canal and suggests that this may be due to the dispute over ownership and control 
of the tidelands (p. 15) and control of gas prices (Appendix D-1). It is extremely doubt- 
ful that dispute over ownership and control of the tidelands has retarded offshore 
development, because the escrow arrangement in existence since 1956 protects lessees 
in the offshore area from any claims growing out of the State-Federal title disputes. The 
contrel of gas prices would not be more detrimental to the area in question than to 
other offshore areas unless it is assumed that it will be productive mainly of gas. If 80, 
the estimate of ultimate wells drilled is too high. In all likelihood, the principal reason 
for the relative lack of development of this area is its relative lack of promise. This is 
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another reason for believing that the above estimate of 1,282 eventual wells is generous. 


b. Benefits to shrimping vessels. No specific revisions will be made to the Survey 
estimate of benefits to shrimping vessels. 


c. Summary of changes in annual benefits. The immediately foregoing indicates a 
reduction of estimated benefits of the Vermilion Bay Route for the oil industry by 
$264,000 from $374,500 to $110,500. This reduction would bring down the total annual 
benefits of the Vermilion Bay Route from $461,000 to $197,000. Exhibit VI below pre 
sents a comparison of Survey estimates of annual benefits and estimates of annual benefits 
as revised in the light of the discussion in this section. (See Survey, p. 18a.) 


EXHIBIT VI 


VERMILION BAY ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATES OF ANNUAL BENEFITS 








Item Survey Revised 

Bendis 10 GU WiGuelEy. 54 cccs shah hh Ge eedenweaneee $374,500 $110,500 
Benefits to: shrimping vessels... 2 isc cecccsceasees 86,500 86,500 
OM 26 CESS Sach Bn Se $461,000 $197,000 


E. REVIEW OF ANNUAL BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES, cont'd. 
2. FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 


a. Benefits to offshore oil industry. The «discussion in paragraph 1(a) of this see- 
tion (pp. 34-38, above) applies equally to the Freshwater Bayou Route. Accordingly, 
the Survey estimate of $572,000 of annual benefits accruing to the oil industry from the 
proposed Freshwater Bayou Route is reduced to 29.5 per cent of that figure, or to 
$168,700. 


b. Benefits to shrimping vessels. No specific revisions will be made to the Survey 
estimate of benefits to shrimping vessels. 

c. Summary of changes in annual benefits. The immediately foregoing indicates a 
reduction of estimated benefits of the Freshwater Bayou Route for the oil industry by 
$405,300. This reduction would bring down the total annual benefits of the Freshwater 
Bayou Route from $675,000 to $271,700. [exhibit VII below presents a comparison of 
Survey estimates of annual benefits and estimates of annual benefits as revised in the 
light of the discussion in this section. (See Survey, p. 18.) 


EXHIBIT VII 


FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATES OF ANNUAL BENEFITS 


Item 


Survey Revised 

SONNe Gt ENGI, boi be ca cks care ane hee een $572,000 $168,700 
Benefits to shrimping vessels .................-000 $103,000 $103,000 
RUE cic pon he kde Ddeey Camda ek ee ee $675,000 $271,700 
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F. REVIEW OF BENEFIT-COST RATIOS 
1. VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


Exhibit VIII below presents a comparison of benefits-cost ratios as estimated in the 
Survey and as revised by the foregoing discussion. 


EXHIBIT VIII 


VERMILION BAY ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF BENEFITS-COST RATIOS 


Item Survey Revised 
TRE THOT os os oc is's cca kcn TA aa eae let a setae $461,000 $197,000 
RT OER, BO ME 86a. oF se cba we ewes CET $353,700 $225,200 
Peel oonte: 45 MED ceed ieee cc Vorer ive ($428,200) ($260,300) 
Benefit-cost ratio to nearest tenth 
Ee ee ee OR er ere ere ea ee earn eae 1.3tol 0.9 tol 
SPT ORNRCNONDS 37.54. ot s-acn ui0d gran w ca WER ela ye (1.1 to 1) (0.8 to 1) 


Using 2.5 per cent interest, the Survey shows a benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 for the Ver- 
milion Bay Route, while the revised ratio is 0.9 to 1. At 4 per cent interest, the ratio based 
on Survey data is 1.1 to 1, and the ratio as revised is 0.8 to 1. Although the Survey indi 
cates that the Vermilion Bay Route would pay for itself, the revised estimates suggest 
that the proposed canal by this route would be of questionable economic soundness. How- 
ever, the discrepancy between costs and benefits on the basis of revised data is small 
enough to suggest the possibility that the canal via the Vermilion Bay Route might be 
justified. 


F. REVIEW OF BENEFIT-COST RATIOS, cont’d. 


2. FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 


Exhibit IX below presents a comparison of benefit-cost ratios as estimated in the 
Survey and as revised by the foregoing discussion. 
EXHIBIT IX 
FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 
COMPARISON OF BENEFIT-COST RATIOS 


Item Survey Revised 
IE ENED ora oe wis ice ote ee to ea es bron ee oes $675,000 $ 271,700 
PUT OREM: en BUNS 65d od ons sche needs erseans sees $453,000 $1,635,600 
CARMA Hoste; 495: MAE) isc cdspadidwaseace cw ster ($540,000) ($1,876,100) 
Senefit-cost ratio to nearest tenth 
PT SOONONG. «cs.ac Plum aS Farha eaye cee cue me 1.5 tol 0.2 to 1 
ND, Osi asec ee SO sh eek eS (1.2 to 1) (0.1 to 1) 


Using a 2.5 per cent rate of interest, the Survey shows a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1 for 
the Freshwater Bayou Route, while the revised ratio is 0.2 to 1. At 4 per cent interest, 
the ratio based on Survey data is 1.2 to 1, and the ratio as revised is 0.1 to 1. While the 
Survey estimate indicates that the Freshwater Bayou Route is economically sound and to 
he preferred over the Vermilion Bay Route, the revised estimate indicates just the oppo 
site. According to the revised data, the discrepancy between costs and benefits for the 
Freshwater Bayou Route is so large that it is highly uneconomic. 
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G. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 


On the basis of revised estimates of costs and benefits as discussed in the foregoing, 
the proposed canal via the Freshwater Bayou Route is highly uneconomic and should not 
in the be constructed. On the same basis, the canal via the Vermilion Bay Route is of question- 
able economic soundness but may be worth constructing. If a canal is to be constructed 
in the general vicinity under discussion, the Vermilion Bay Route is overwhelmingly to 
be preferred over the Freshwater Bayou Route. 
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REVIEW OF ESTIMATES 
OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
AS SHOWN IN 


REPORT ON 
“SURVEY OF FRESHWATER BAYOU AND VICINITY, LOUISIANA” 
BY: U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
DATED: September 15, 1958 


SCOPE 


1. This report comprises the results of a study of the estimates of cost of construc- 
tion and maintenance of alternate navigation channels between the Intracoastal 
Waterway and the Gulf of Mexico in the vicinity of Freshwater Bayou and South- 
west Pass of Vermilion Bay as shown in a report entitled “Survey of Freshwater 
Bayou and Vicinity, Louisiana,” by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, dated Sep- 
tember 15, 1958. 


Three routes were considered in the Report; Vermilion Bay Route (Route 1), 
route along west shore of Vermilion Bay (Route 2), and Freshwater Bayou Route 
(Route 3). The Corps of Engineers made comparative estimates of Route 1 and 
Route 3, and discarded Route 2, recommending Route 3. 


A field inspection was made of the route recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 
following Schooner Bayou Cutoff, Schooner Bayou, Six Mile Canal, Belle Island 
Bayou, Belle Island Canal, Freshwater Canal and along Freshwater Bayou to the 
Gulf. 


Estimates of quantities of materials shown in the Corps of Engineers’ Report 
were checked where details of construction were given. Unit costs were checked with 
recent cost data both published and unpublished for similar work. 


A study was made of recent engineering publications on waterways in the Gulf 
Coast area, including those by Engineers with the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
Other reports by the Corps of Engineers on navigation channels in the Gulf Coast 
area were also studied. 


II. REVIEW OF REPORT ON VERMILION BAY--SOUTHWEST PASS ROUTE 





(ROUTE 1) 


2. GENERAL 


The estimate of first cost shown in the Corps of Engineers’ Report includes 
inshore excavation, jetties to 6-foot contour (in Vermilion Bay), right-of-way and 
navigational aids. The channel widths and overdepth used in the estimate are 
not shown. The results of the fathometer survey made of this route by the Corps 
of Engineers are not given. 


The Report states that “the route suggested by the Wild Life and Fisheries 
Commission would leave the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at mile 159 west of 
Harvey Lock and utilize the existing 8 x 80-foot Vermilion River Cutoff to Ver- 
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milion Bay, thence across Vermilion Bay through Southwest Pass into the Gulf 
of Mexico. The plan considered for this route is a 12 x 125-foot channel in 
Vermilion River Cutoff, then a 12 x 150-foot channel to Southwest Pass of Ver 
milion Bay, and from Southwest Pass to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico 
a 12 x 200-foot channel. The increased widths through the long open water reaches 
on this route are necessary for vessels during periods of adverse winds. The 
provision of jetties to the 6-foot contour in Vermilion Bay is considered for 
deferred construction, if and when maintenance of the channel to the 6-foot 
contour proves more costly than maintenance with the jetty.” 


The adequacy of these channel widths and the need of rock jetties in Vermilion 
Bay are not discussed in the Corps of Engineers’ Report. 


QUANTITIES OF OFFSHORE EXCAVATION 


The Corps of Engineers’ Estimate of offshore excavation for the Vermilion 
Bay Route does not differentiate between excavation in Vermilion Bay and exea- 
vation in the Gulf. The estimated quantity of offshore excavation is shown to be 
5,654,000 cubie yards. 


(a) Excavation in Vermilion Bay 


Using depths of water shown on U.S. C. & G.S. Chart No. 1277, Revised 
8-8-58, the excavation in Vermilion Bay for a 12 x 150-foot channel, after 
deducting the 8 x 80-foot Vermilion -River Cutoff channel, was calculated to 
be 2,253,000 cubie yards. This included excavation for a 2-foot overdepth. 


(b) Excavation from Southwest Pass to 12-Foot Contour in Gulf 


In the Corps of Engineers’ proposed plan for a channel in the Gulf on 
the Freshwater Bayou Route, a 250-foot bottom width is used for the initial 
construction and maintenance without jetties. 


Using depths of water shown on U.S. C. & G. 8S. Chart No. 1277 and the 
above offshore channel width, excavation for a 12 x 250-foot channel from 
Southwest Pass to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf was calculated to be 2,543,000 
cubic yards. This included excavation for 2-foot over-depth. 


UNIT COSTS OF OFFSHORE EXCAVATION 


The unit cost of offshore channel excavation used in the Corps’ Estimate of 
First Cost is $0.60 per cubie yard. This includes excavation in both Vermilion 
Bay and in the Gulf outside Southwest Pass. 


This appears to be a good estimating cost for dredging in the open Gulf; how- 
ever, dredging in Vermilion Bay should cost less than this amount. 


In 1956-1957, contract price for new excavation for the Mobile Ship Channel 
in Mobile Bay was $0.0827 and in Mobile River $0.1547. Excavation in the bar 
channel, for which a government-owned hopper dredye is used, cost (1957) approx- 
imately $0.18 per cubie yard. (See Appendix I, Reference No. 3). 


In 1957, the Willacy County (Texas) Navigation District dredged a 10’ x 100’ 
channel from Port Mansfield, across Laguna Madre, through Padre Island to the 
Gulf. The total length of the channel was approximately 10 miles, 6 miles of 
which was in the open waters of Laguna Madre. The cost for dredging 3,605,100 
cubic yards was $0.233 per eubie yard. (See Appendix I, Reference 1). 
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In estimating the cost of enlarging this channel to 36’ x 200’, May 1958, the 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers estimated dredging 20,165,100 cubie yards in 
Laguna Madre at $0.14 per cubic yard; and for dredging a jetty channel one mile 
into the Gulf, estimated 1,360,700 cubic yards at $0.30. (See Appendix I, Refer- 
ence 1). 

In 1955, the Corps of Engineers, Galveston District, estimated dredging a 
30’ x 150’ channel 17.3 miles long (16,718,103 cubic yards) across Matagorda Bay 
to cost $0.1157 per cubic yard. (See Appendix I, Reference 2). 


In April, 1959, the Louisiana Department of Public Works put out the Houma 
Navigation Canal for bids in sections with the complete job as an alternate. The 
alternate (20,700,000 cubie yards) was accepted at $0.13528; however, the south 
section, most of which is in Terrebonne Bay (4,600,000 cubic yards) was bid at 
$0.174 per cubic yard. 


Tn 1955, the cost of dredging for the Intracoastal Waterway in the Galveston 
District ranged from about $0.10 per cubie yard to about $0.20 per cubie yard 
depending on the quantity of excavation, the character of the materials to be exca- 
vated and the accessibility of the site of the work. (See Appendix I, Reference 4). 


From the above and from information obtained from other sources, it is 


believed that the dredging in Vermilion Bay could be done for $0.20 to $0.30 per 
cubie yard. 


5. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST OF OFFSHORE EXCAVATION 


(a) Estimate of Cost of Offshore Excavation as shown in Report 


The estimate of cost of offshore excavation as shown in the Corps of 
Engineers’ Report is as follows: 


Offshore Excavation, 5,654,000 cu. yds. @ $0.60 ............ $3,392,400 
*Contingencies, Engineering, and Supervision, 26.684%....... 905,200 
Total Estimated Cost of Offshore Excavation ............... $4,297,600 

ROIS, SE eI ae CU Re hc oes $4,298,000 


*Contingencies—15% 
Engineering and Design—2% 
Supervision and Administration—8% 


(b) Estimate of Cost of Offshore Excavation Using Quantity Shown In Report 
and $0.30 per cu. yd. for Excavation in Vermilion Bay 


The excavation in Vermilion Bay is approximately 47 per cent of the 
total offshore excavation as obtained by calculations using depths of water 
shown on U.S. C. & G. S. Chart No. 1277. 


Using $0.30 per cu. yd. for 47 per cent of the offshore excavation shown 
in the Report, the total estimated cost of offshore excavation will be: 


BOSE 000 Cll. FOR. X El CD WOO ooo s cc cseeves vieccseseg antes $ 797,200 
a ge ee ae er ee $1,798,600 

SO oe cist ocats cena tanae cae ie coed Cranes $2,595,800 
Contingencies, Engineering and Supervision, 26.684% ...... 692,700 
Total Estimate of Offshore Mxcavation .................00- $3,287,500 


NE Ob F a yeni e ter Vane ens ae ead cred bos muea res $3,288,000 
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58, the The reduction in estimated cost of offshore excavation as shown in the 
rds in Report, using $0.30 per cubic yard for excavation in Vermilion Bay, is 
ne mile $1,010,000. 

Refer- 


(c) Estimate of Cost of Offshore Excavation Using Quantities Based on Depths of 


bine © Water Shown on U.S. C. & G. 8. Chart No. 1277 


da Bay Using quantities of excavation based on depths of water shown on U.S. C. 
& G. S. Chart No. 1277, $0.30 per cubic yard for excavation in Vermilion Bay 
and $0.60 per cubic yard for excavation in the Gulf, the total estimated cost of 





ae offshore excavation will be: 
e south Vermilion Bay—2,253,000 cu. yds. @ $0.30 ........ eee eee eee $ 675,900 
; bid at Gulf— 2,543,000 cu. yds. @ $0.00 ......ccccccneseee 1,525,800 
SNE 64d As ot Ad we Nees EUR Aner estnnmas cea $2,201,700 
iveston Contingencies, Engineering and Supervision, 26.684% ........ 587,500 
“a a Total Estimate of Offshore Excavation ................+.. $2,789,200 
ence 4). NE We oi siiesisiktdcbnisericcees $2,789,000 
8, it is 6. JETTIES 


ROD per The Corps of Engineers’ Report of their study to determine the most feasible 
plan for providing a connecting channel between the Gulf of Mexico and the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway in the general vicinity of Freshwater Bayou and the South 
west Pass of Vermilion Bay does not give the results of their study as to the 
possible need for rock jetties to the 6-foot contour in Vermilion Bay. 


The existing 8 x 80-foot Vermilion River Cutoff Canal, which would be 
Yorps of improved to form part of the proposed Vermilion Bay Route, extends to the 8-foot 
contour in Vermilion Bay. Rock jetties are not used for this channel. 








3,392,400 From a review of existing navigation channels crossing the bays of the Gulf 
905,200 Coast, it appears that there are no rock jetties on channels extending from inshore 
para into the bays. 

1 297 600 The estimated first cost of rock jetties to the 6-foot contour in Vermilion Bay 

1998.00 as shown in the Corps of Engineers’ Report is as follows: 

Datwanaied ret: cast.of iottion. «266s scciecckc bcs deencesveieacs $1,576,500 
Contingencies, Engineering, and Supervision................... 420,700 
Total Estimated First Cost of Jetties...........0. ccc cece eee $1,997,200 
POON UA sap sad Shas ave endeuaic dwar ammere $1,997,000 
. Report 
7. REVISED ESTIMATE OF FIRST COST OF VERMILION BAY ROUTE 
t of the | (a) Using Quantities of Excavation Shown in Report, Using $0.30 per cu. yd. for 
2 wie Excavation in Vermilion Bay Eliminating Use of Rock Jetties in Vermilion 
' Bay. 

mn shown Using a Unit Cost of Exeavation of $0.30 per cubic yard in Vermilion Bay 

Ss ; and elimination of rock jetties would reduce the Corps of Engineers’ Mstimate 

= of First Cost as follows: 
797,200 ; z 

1.798.600 Hodwuetiod ib DVOieiee COWS... <.ncse cd cc cccecvewssnerercncns $1,010,000 

sepamncenees DSENONOE OE OL: IGRNIOR. 5 s50eyac Saicanwend cas tawasneeess 1,997,000 

2,595,800 gen 
"692 700 FRGe POMUIOEE, fo cc Sete cac ce beeaws eae buvewawes $3,007,000 

3 987 500 Corps’ Estimate of First Cost of Route 1.................. $6,600,900 

3 988,000 MDs ciwiiicisOnigteone eatibemaeens 3,007,000 
’ , 


Revised Total Estimate of Cost of Route 1................. $3,593,900 





Feature 





Excavation—Inshore ...... 
Across Vermilion Bay... 
In Gulf to 12’ Contour... 


Right-of-Way—Dredging .. 
rt ae 


NEE eos ccr rib ssad was 
Contingencies—15% ....... 
SU COE 5 disc ncaes aon eas 


Engineering & Design—2%. 


USNR: be asia ao Soe nas boos 


Supervision & Administra- 
TROND fide eed siaesieos 


MU Se ea cicaww scams weees 


Navigation Aids .......... 


EMORY Sis Git win dcaasewn a neaventes 


Pre-Authorization Studies. . 


GRAND TOTAL 6.056650 





GRAND TOTAL 
ROUNDED TO ........ 


Quantity 
953,000 CY 
2,253,000 CY 
2,543,000 CY 
85 Ae 
425 Ac 


Unit Cost 
$0.20/CY 
$0.30/CY 
$0.60/CY 
$30.00/Ac 
$15.00/Ae 


REVISED ESTIMATE OF FIRST COST 


12’x 125° CHANNEL, INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO VERMILION BAY 
12x 150’ CHANNEL ACROSS VERMILION BAY TO SOUTHWEST PASS 
12’ x 250° CHANNEL FROM SOUTHWEST PASS TO 12’ CONTOUR IN GULF 
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(b) Using Offshore Excavation Quantities Based on U. 8. C. & G. 8S. Chart No. 
1277, Using $0.30 per cubic yard for Excavation in Vermilion Bay, Elim. 
inating Use of Rock Jetties in Vermilion Bay. 


Using depths of water as shown on'U.S. C. & G. 8S. Chart No. 1277, $0.30 
per cubic yard for excavation in Vermilion Bay and eliminating the use of 
rock jetties in Vermilion Bay, the estimated total first cost of construction 
for the Vermilion Bay Route is $3,103,000. 


VERMILION BAY ROUTE (ROUTE 1) 





Federal 

$ 190,600 
675,900 
1,525,800 


$2,392,300 
358,800 


$2,751,100 





55,000 


$2,806,100 


224,000 


$3,030,100 
20,000 


$3,050,100 
40,900 


$3,091,000 


$3,091,000 


8. MAINTENANCE COSTS, VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


Non Federal 


$ 


2,600 
6,400 


$ 9,000 
1,400 


$10,400 
200 


$10,600 





$11,500 


$11,500 





$11,500 





$12,000 


Total 
$ 190,600 
675,900 
1,525,800 
2,600 
6,400 


$2,401,300 
360,200 
$2,761,500 
55,200 


2,816,700 


224,900 


$3,041,600 





20,000 


$3,061,600 
40,900 


$3,102,500 





$3,103,000 


The Corps of Engineers’ estimate of annual maintenance cost for the Ver- 
milion Bay Route is $112,500 for maintenance excavation and $3,000 for mainten- 
ance of navigational aids. This appears to be a good estimate. 
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III. REVIEW OF REPORT ON FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE (ROUTE 3) 


9. GENERAL 


10. 


The estimate of first cost shown in the Corps of Engineers’ Report includes 


inshore excavation, rights-of-way, a lock, offshore excavation, rock jetties to the 
6 foot contour in the Gulf and navigational aids. Profile and cross sections of the 
proposed channel and lock are shown in the Report. 


INSHORE CHANNEL 


(a) 


(b) 


Channel Excavation 


The quantities of excavation calculated from plans shown for the pro- 
posed inshore channel are in agreement with the estimate in the Corps of 
Engineers’ Report. 


Rights-of-Way 


The Corps of Engineers’ estimate of cost is based on spoil disposal areas 
2,250 feet in width, in addition, a width of 500 feet for channel right-of-way. 
It is stated that “the spoil disposal area is considered adequate for dredging 
of the channel either by hydraulic dredge or by dragline.” 


(c) Levees for Control of Marsh Drainage 


(d) 


Existing canals in the marshes along the proposed Freshwater Bayou 
Route have levees along the banks, approximately 3 feet high, which control 
the drainage of the marshes. The proposed plan in the Report does not show 
provision for reconstructing and maintaining these levees. 


Excavation of the channel as proposed in the Report will remove all of 
these levees on the east side of the channel. If the channel is excavated by 
dragline, these levees can be rebuilt with spoil material during construction. 


If the new channel is excavated by hydraulic dredging, the east bank of 
the channel will be without these protecting levees and there will be no way 
to control drainage of the marshes. The proposed lock will not perform the 
function of these levees. 


Maintenance and opening and closing these levees in order to control the 
marsh drainage is presently done by the Vermilion Corporation. This will 
become an added operation and maintenance cost which is not shown in the 
estimate of maintenance cost in the Report. 


Automatic contro] gates will probably be required at drainage control 
points for economic operation. 


Bank Erosion 


Shore erosion would occur in the soft banks of the proposed canal. This 
would increase the cost of maintenance of the required levees and control 
structures. Experience with shore erosion in canals through marshes is given 
in a report prepared by Mr. Lewis G. Nichols, Geologist with the Louisiana 
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission. (See Appendix ]1—Reference 5). 


Vegetation along the banks of the channel would deter erosion. Should 
salt water penetration kill this vegetation, erosion would be accelerated. 
There is no economical way to protect the banks of the proposed canal against 
erosion except with such protection as is given by vegetation. 
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Excessive shore erosion would expose and require removal of the 14-inch 
Olin Gas Line which is located 30 to 50 feet west of the west bank of the pro- 
posed canal. 


Measurements of widening of canals in the vicinity of Freshwater Bayou, 
used mainly for oil field development and production, show bank erosion 
rates that average approximately seven feet per vear (See Reference 5). The 
traffic on these canals is small compared to that anticipated for the proposed 
canal. Heavy boat traffic with resultant wave action could cause bank ero- 
sion at a greater rate than that which has been measured. 


At an erosion rate of seven feet per year, the Olin 14-inch Gas Line 
would be exposed and require relocation in about four years. The length of 
this line which parallels Six Mile Canal and Belle [sle Canal is approxi- 
mately 10.5 miles. The estimated cost of moving this portion of the line is 
$14.00 per lineal foot, or $775,000 total. 


(e) Maintenance Dredging (Inshore) 


Assuming dredging 2 feet of siltation every four years, the annual main- 
tenance dredging would be approximately 200,000 cu. yds. per year. At $0.12 
per cu. yd., the estimated annual inshore maintenance dredging cost would 


be $24,000. 


11. LOCK: 


(a) 


(b) 


(c) 


Estimate of First Costs 


Calculated quantities of materials and costs made from proposed plan 
and sections for the Lock in the Corps of Engineers’ Report were in close 
agreement with the estimate of first costs shown therein. 


Soil Conditions 


Soil boring taken at the location of the proposed Lock (No. 2, 3, and 4, 
Plate 2) show very little firm soil to the proposed depth of foundation piling. 
From the information shown, it appears that longer piling will be needed to 
go to firm soil (Pleistocene) which underlies this area. 


The Corps of Engineers’ proposed plan shows levees, 20 foot top width 
and 6 feet high, parallel to the channel and 200 feet on each side, from the 
Lock to the Gulf shore, a distance of approximately 1.4 miles. The Report 
does not indicate whether marsh soil is to be used for these levees, or whether 
fill material is to be brought in from other sources. The estimated cost of $1.00 
per cu. yd. used would indicate that the estimate was based on local material. 


Experience with construction of levees in this marsh area, usually 
about 3 feet in height, indicates a shrinkage in the order of 60 percent; also 
settlement of the base of the levees is to be expected for a long period of time. 
(See Appendix I—Reference 5). 


Salt Water Intrusion 


The Corps of Engineers’ Report states that: 


“Provision of the guard lock will preserve existing water condition in 
the marsh and prevent damages to other areas remote from the proposed 
waterway”. 
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There is no supporting data given to show the effectiveness of this type of 
lock in preventing salt water intrusion from the Gulf at this proposed location. 


The short distance from the proposed lock location to the lateral canals 
and to the center of the marsh area would cause any salt water passed by 
the lock to cause damage. 


The Caleasieu and Vermilion locks on the Intracoastal Waterway are 
far removed from the Gulf and the waters which they pass have much less 
salt content than would he expected in water from the open Gulf at the pro- 
posed Freshwater Bayou location. They also have the advantage of having 
the Mermentau River midway between them to introduce fresh water into 
the waterway. 


Enlarging the waterway to 12 x 125 feet will allow water from Vermilion 
Bay to penetrate into the marshes to a much greater extent than is now pos- 
sible with the smaller existing canals. Recorded gauges in Schooner Bayou 
show maximum and minimum water levels of approximately +-4.5 feet and 
—1.5 feet respectively. With the proposed enlarged waterway these levels 
would be carried back into the far reaches of the marsh area and a much 
larger penetration of Vermilion Bay water would be experienced. It is possible 
that another lock will be required at the north end of the proposed Freshwater 
Bayou Canal in order to prevent the entire area traversed from hecoming 
a salt marsh. 


12. OFFSHORE CHANNEL 


(a) 


(b) 


First Cost 


The Report does not show a profile of the proposed offshore channel loca- 
tion as obtained by a fathometer survey made by the Corps of Engineers. 
Using depth of water shown on U.S. C. & G. S. Chart No. 1277, the caleu- 
lated quantity of excavation is more than the quantity shown in the Report. 
The unit cost of dredging, $0.60per cu. yd., appears to be a good estimate for 
dredging offshore in the Gulf. 


Maintenance 


Maintenance of an unjettied offshore channel would be difficult. It would 
require practically uninterrupted dredging. (See Dr. Richard J. Russell’s 
“Report on the Problem of Maintaining an Entrance Channel to Proposed 
Freshwater Bayou Canal” dated June 8, 1959). Assuming one foot aceumula- 
every two months, the annual dredging would be over 600,000 cu. yds. per 
year. This quantity at $0.40 per cubic yard would cost $240,000 per year. 
It is possible that the rate of accumulation would be much greater than 
this amount. 


Maintenance cost of an offshore channel with jetties to the 6-foot contour 
would also be high, since two-thirds of the length of the offshore channel 
would be beyond the end of the jetties; in addition, a shoal or island at the 
channel entrance would develop in a short time. If a 12-foot channel were 
maintained, jetties would have to extend beyond 12-foot depth (see Dr. Rus- 
sell’s Report). 
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13. JETTIES 


(a) First Cost 


Using U.S. C. & G. S. Chart No. 1277, and assuming soil at depths shown 
thereon is capable of supporting rock jetties without settlement, the caleu- 
lated quantity of rock required is more than the quantity shown in the Report. 
The unit cost of rock used in the estimate is in line with estimates of rock 
levee costs used for other jetty installations along the Gulf Coast. (See 
Appendix I—Reference 1). 


(b) Soil Conditions 


~ 


The Corps of Engineers’ Report does not indicate that soundings were 
made to determine the thickness of mud and depth to firm soil in the offshore 
location of the proposed jetties. Dr. R. J. Russell’s “Report on the Problems 
of Maintaining an Entrance to l’roposed Freshwater Bayou Canal” indi- 
cates that investigations in 1953 showed over 6 feet of mud in the vicinity of 
the mouth of Freshwater Bayou. If this condition still exists, the cost of con- 
struction of rock jetties at this location will be greatly increased over the 
normal cost. 


(c 


~~ 


Cost of Extension of Rock Jetties 


Should rock jetties be extended to the 12-foot contour (See Dr. R. J. Rus- 
sell’s Report) the volume of rock required, assuming firm soil at depths on 
U.S. C. & G.S. Chart No. 1277, would be approximately 300,000 cu. yds. 


At two tons per cubie yard, and $12.50 per ton, the estimated cost of 
rock would be $7,500,000. Additional fascine mattresses with extra rock on 
them outside the base of the jetties would add approximately $2,000,000; 
which, with contingencies, engineering and supervision, would make a total 
estimated first cost of approximately $12,000,000. This is in addition to the 
cost of jetties to the 6-foot contour. 


These quantities are based on the distance from shore to the 12-foot con- 
tour in the Gulf being 2.3 miles as shown on U.S. C. & G. 8S. Chart No. 1277. 
The Corps of Engineers’ Report states that this distance is about 2.8 miles 
which length, if used, would add one-third to the quantities and costs shown 
for the extension of the jetties from the 6-foot to the 12-foot contour. 


Tf soft mud be encountered on the hottom, the cost would be increased. 


IV. SUMMARY 


14. SUMMARY—VERMILION BAY ROUTE 


15. 


(a) Estimate of first cost of bay dredging in the Report appears to be high. 
(b) Rock jetties in Vermilion Bay may possibly be eliminated. | 


(c) Estimated first cost of Vermilion Bay Route may be reduced to approximately 
one-half of Estimate in Report by using reduced dredging cost for Vermilion 
Bay and by eliminating rock jetties in Vermilion Bay. 





SUMMARY—FRESHWATER BAYOU ROUTE 
(a) Levees are required for control of marsh drainage. 


(b) Soil conditions at proposed location of Lock may necessitate additional length 
of piling. 
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(¢) Salt Water intrusion into marsh canals from Gulf would not be eliminated by 
proposed Lock. 


(d) Mnlarged channel to Vermilion Bay would cause increased salinity in marsh 
canals. A salt water lock may be required at north end of proposed channel. 


(e) Siltation of open offshore channel would be excessive. 


(f) Jetties to 6-foot contour would not protect major portion of offshore channe! 
from siltation. 


(g) Soft material on bottom of Gulf may increase cost of jetties. 


Nove: Exhibits and maps referred to are in the files of the committee. 


x 





